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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDs, LcNDON, W.C, 


hole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 

















SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 
ii NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
e 
at Entry. | Bits ) 
Five. } Ten. | Twenty. Thirty. | Forty. 
£ 68. £ 6. £ ® £ 8 £ 
20 103 0 191 10 431 0 *736 0 *1,022 0 
30 112 0 211 0 464 10 *819 0 *1,167 0 
40 124 0 232 0 | 525 10 *939 10 | *1,343 10 
50 147 0 276 10 *626 10 *1,126 0 esesee | 
60 19710 | 372 0 ee Al cman ee | 
j 











EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 


In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future a, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


THE ANGLO-ARGENTINE BANK, LIMITED. 
AUTHORIZED CAPITAL, £ 1,000,000. 
SUBSCRIBED, £500,000. PAID-UP, £250,000. 


HEAD OFFICE: 15, NICHOLAS LANE, LONDON, E.C. 
DIRECTORS. 





SAMPSON 8. LLOYD, Eeq , Chairman. 
Sir HENRY CARTWRIGHT. CHARLES K. GUNTHER, Esq. 
EDWARD BUNGE, Esq. | JAMES HEMMERDE, Esq. 


ENRY A. GREIG, Esq. WILLIAM KAYE, Esq. 
- HENRY J. NORMAN, Eeq. ? 


Bankers—Messrs. MARTIN & OO. 
Offices at Buenos Ayres-—486, PIEDAD. 
Deposits received at the London Office for fixed periods, at rates of interest 
to be ascertained on application. 
The present rates are 44 per cent. for one year, 5 per cent. for two or three 
ears. 
, Letters of Credit, Bills of Exchange, and Cable Transfers issued. 
Bills eegalte in the Argentine Republic negotiated, advanced upon, or sent 
fi 1h le 
2% The ‘Bank will effect Purchases and Sales of Stocks, Shares, Coupons, and 
other securities, and also collects Dividends, and undertakes every description 


“oC __ EDWARD ARTHUR, Manager, 

LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 


10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 








TOTAL ASSETS, /£2,271,587. 


TRUSTEES, 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, Tho Lord Chancellor, 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGH, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon, Mr, Justice KEKEWIOH, 
Sir JAMES PARKER DEANB, Q.0., D.C.L, 
FREDERIOK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Tuer FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar of the 
additional new Queen’s Counsel: Two members of the North- 
Eastern Circuit—Mr. Hersert Henry Asquiru, M.P., 1876, and 
Mr. Joun Lawson Watron, 1877. 





Tue 11Lness of Lord Justice Bowen bas proved more serious 
than was at first expected, and as a result of his continued absence 
the sittings of Court of Appeal No. 1 have been suspended during 
this week, and Lord Cotsrmer will next week take in the 
work of that court. It is also stated that the Lord Chancellor has 
some idea of sitting from time to time in one of the divisions of the 
Court of Appeal. 





Lorp Justice Corron and his two colleagues in Court of Appeal 
No. 2 experienced grievous annoyance from the peculiar handwriting 
of a document placed before them for perusal on Monday last. The 
peculiarity consisted in the fact that the words and letters were 
written sloping backwards to the left instead of being sloped in 
the usual manner. Without seeing a document so written, it is 
hard to realize its unpleasant effect on the eye. The strictures of 
the learned judges on this unusual caligraphy almost amounted to 
a threat of pains and penalties on the offender. 





A remark made by Lord Justice Fry last week, when sitting 
with Mr. Justice Marnew as a divisional court, deserves notice. 
The hearing of a motion fora prohibition to a county court had to 
be postponed, owing to one of the ies not having given the 
other notice of certain affidavits which he had filed at the Crown 
Office, and which the other party wished to answer. Lord Justice 
Fry stated that, upon inquiring of the Master of the Crown Office, 
it appeared that there was no rule requiring notice to be given to 
the other party of the filing of affidavits, but, in his opinion, it 
was desirable that in all cases such notice should be given, so as 
to save the expense caused by such an application for postpone- 
ment as the present. 





We rnint elsewhere some new Bankruptcy Rules, which were 
signed on the 30th ult. They annul the former rule 323, which, 
it will be remembered, * oy that where there are two or more 


official receivers attached to the same court, the receivership of 
estates shall be assigned to them in rotation. The effect of the 
substituted rules is to leave the direction of the assignment of 
estates in such cases to the Board of Trade; to enable one of two 
or more official receivers attached to the same court, without any 
transfer of the receivership of an estate, to take and perform the 
duties of any other receiver ; and to authorize officers of the Board 
of Trade and clerks of official receivers to SS Se oe 
res 





WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 


officiel receiver in his absence. The last rule, 329e, authori 
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above-mentioned officers and clerks to act on behalf of the official 
receiver on (inter alia) “‘ any unopposed applications to the court.” 





WE REMARKED, when the late Mr. Justice Manisty was appointed 
to the bench, that it was matter for regret, both for his own 
sake and that of the public, that the appointment had not been 
made at least ten years earlier. That was really the only question 
which could be raised with regard to the appointment of a man 
who had not only the reputation of a sound lawyer, but possessed 
ina very high degree the esteem of his brethren at the bar. His 
career as a judge, however, did much to weaken the criticism: 
he was most diligent and painstaking in the discharge of his duties, 
and even to the close of his cittings he shewed comparatively 
little trace of the infirmities of advanced age. He was, as Lord 
Corenmer said, ‘‘a good judge, a good lawyer, and a good man,” 
and we are not surprised that his colleagues and the bar should 
have desired to pay some formal tribute to his memory. In this 
case the tribute was unquestionably spontaneous and sincere. We 
should regret, however, if the transatlantic custom of funereal 
orations should become established here; it might be occasionally 
embarrassing to the spokesmen, and the sefilicted bar might be moved 
to insppropriate smiles if, for instance, they heard judicial surliness 
described as ‘‘a keen regard for the dignity of the bench.” 





THe ANNouNCEMENT made by the President of the Incorporated 
Law Society, in his address at Hull, that the council have pre- 
a Bill for introduction into Parliament providing that new 

rules of the Supreme Court and of the county courts should be 
published a specified time before they are finally sanctioned, 
so as to afford opportunity for suggestions, will be received with 
great satisfaction by the profession. As we remarked a few 
months ago, the learned judges who constitute the Rule Com- 
mittee have often to legislate on matters of which they have no 
ical knowledge ; and are, therefore, liable, not merely to err 

in alterations made by themselves, but also to have schemes 
foisted upon them by persons outside their body, as to the practical 
working cf which the Rule Committee have no means of jadging. 
The ——— so far as indicated by the president, appears to be a 
very one ; it does not appear even to provide that the Rule 
Committee shall consider any suggestions or objections which may 
be made. We do not think, however, that such a provision would 
be of any great utility ; we have known a case in which a public 
body, bound by statute to receive and consider objections within a 
specified time, nevertheless were discovered to have sealed their 
before the expiration of that time, spparently in pursuance 
ordinary practice. The main point is, no doubt, to secure 
ice in due time to the profession of intended alterations; if 
scheme like the taxation rules of last year should then be 
there will be opportunity for remonstrance before it has 


operation 
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Tue atrenpayce at the commencement of last week’s meeting of 
the Incorporated Law Society was very small; but, as the time for 
idering Mr. Mcuxtox’s motions approached, it largely increased, 

and those who took the trouble to look in were rewarded by 
thoroughly practical and business-like discussions and decisions on 
the questions of the Middlesex Registry and the delays in the 
Chancery Division. With regard to the former question, a com- 
mittee was appointed to report to the council on the present 
practice at the registry—or, rather, perhaps we ought to say, a 
number of very efficient special constables were sworn in to assist 
the chief constable in keeping the registry in order. Mr. Mcyton, 
we may observe, while earning the gratitude of his brethren by his 
i and successful conflicts with the office, has aleo enriched 
dialogue with a new proverb. ‘As popular as Mr. Muytow 


is at the registry” is a phrase we have heard more than once 
lately. On the question of the state of business in certain of the 


and chambers of the Chancery Division there was some very 
spesking, and, in particular, Mr. Mason described the position 
matters uncommonly well. We have urged the necessity for an 
increase of staff both f chambers and on the bench until we are 


: 


re 


a 


can get someone strong enough to overcome the resistance of the 
Treasury, you will be no nearer your end. The Treasury is more 
rampant than ever at present; and until some member of the 
Government has had personal experience of the loss and inconye-. 
nience caused to suitors by the existing state of affairs, there is 
little hope of any change. Did not Lord Satissvury, in his Newport 
speech, ascribe his conviction of the necessity for cheapening land 
transfer to his payment of some “ very heavy lawyer’s bills”? Ifany- 
thing can be done, however, without the aid of support obtained 
by this means, the very strong committee appointed at the meeting 
are likely to do it. The remainder of the meeting was chiefly 
remarkable for the powerful effect produced on certain valuable 
and experienced members of the council by the suggestion that the 
society should undertake to interest itself in the administration of 
justice at Bangkok. If an electric shock had been suddenly 
administered to the bench of grave and reverent councillors, the 
result could hardly have been more startling. One has often wished 
that they would more frequently communicate their views at these 
general meetings; henceforth it will be easy to induce them to do 
so. Noone need do more than mention Bangkok, and forthwith 
their tongues will be loosed and they will ‘ speak plain.” 





Tue case of Rees v. Terrell (or Reg. v. Fitzroy Cowper), 
to which reference has previously been made in these columns 
(ante, pp. 72, 89), came before the Court of Appeal on Monday 
last, as reported elsewhere, when the court were divided in opinion 
upon the point involved, which, though described by Lord Esuer 
as ‘‘ contemptible,” is not unimportant to solicitors practising in 
the county courte, and moreover, as stated by Fry, L.J., though it 
is of a purely formal character, nevertheless concerns County Court 
Rules regulating matters of form which ought not to be neglected. 
Shortly, the question to be determined was whether a solicitor 
whose name and address are indorsed on particulars of plaint by 
means of a lithographed form sufficiently complies with ord. 6, r. 
10, of the County Court Rules, 1889, which, on this subject, pro- 
vide that the plaintiff's solicitor ‘‘ shall indorse on the particulars 
his name or firm and place of business, otherwise the 
costs of entering the plaint by the solicitor shall not be allowed.” 
The Divisional Court reluctantly held that the mode of indorse- 
ment adopted by the solicitor did not fulfil the requirements 
of the above rule, which, in their opinion, renders it neces- 
sary for the solicitor to authenticate the particulars by his 
actual signature (ante, p. 115). A similar view has now been 
expressed by Fry, LJ., who considered that a lithographed 
name did not amount to a signature, and that the rule above 
mentioned intended that ar actual signature of the particulars and 
of the copies should be requisite in order to authenticate them, the 
object being to make the solicitor pledge himself to their accuracy, 
the court having a right to require its officers to intervene to that 
extent. On the other hand, Lord Esuer strongly dissented from 
the decision of the$ Divisional Court, and held that the rule in 
question did not require actual handwriting for the indorsement of 
particulars, but was fully satisfied by a lithographed form. It is 
not impossible that a higher tribunal may be called upon to 
reconcile the conflicting views thus expressed by the Court of 
Appeal. The Treasury, who have, it appears, taken up the case 
(thus recognizing the practical importance to the profession of the 
point involved), will, it is presumed, hardly feel justified in 
abandoning it until it has been adjudicated upon by the House of 
Lords. 





In rue case of The Queen v. The Judge of the Bloomsbury 
County Oourt and Oattle (reported elsewhere) the Queen’s Bench 
Divisional Court held that section 84 of the County Courts Act, 
1888, which provides that where the plaintiff shall dwell or carry 
on business in the district of any of the metropolitan county 
courts, and the defendant shall dwell or carry on business in the 
district of any of the said courts, the action or matter may be 
commenced, and #1! proceedings thereon taken and had, either in 
the court of the di-trict in which the plaintiff shall dwell or carry 
on business, or in the court of the district in which the defendant 
shall dwell or carry on business, applies to administration pro- 
ceedings as well as to other actions or matters. The view 
expressed by the court was that, while section 74 of the County 
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Act it is otherwise provided, every action or matter may be com- 
menced in the court within the district of which the defendant, or 
one of the defendants, shall dwell or carry on his business at the 
time of commencing the action or matter”), and section 75 of the 
same Act (which provides that the provisions of section 74 shall 
not apply to the following proceedings, but that (see sub-section 3) 
“ proceedings fer the administration of the assets of a deceased 
person shall be taken in the court within the district of which 
the deceased person had his last place of abode in England, or in 
which the executors or administrators, or any one of them, shall 
have their or his place of abode’) apply to the whole country ; 
section 84 (already set out) creates a local exception, applicable 
solely to the metropolis, and is au exception on both the former 
sections. Without venturing to suggest that this view is in- 
correct, we would submit that it may well be doubted whether 
section 84 was ever intended to apply to administration proceed- 
ings. For it is to be noticed that, while this last-named section 
makes the selection of the county court in which the action or 
matter shall be commenced depend upon the situation of 
the dwelling or place of business of the plaintiff’ or 
defendant, section 75, sub-section (3), on the contrary, so 
far as administration proceedings are concerned, makes such 
selection depend upon the residence of the deceased person or 
of any one of his personal representatives. Moreover, if the other 
sub-sections of section 75 are examined, it will be seen that none 
of the proceedings therein mentioned can weil be governed by 
rection 84. Thus, it is expressly provided by sub-section (1) that 
proceedings for enforcing mortgages and analogous claims on land, 
and also for partition, shall be taken in the court within the dis- 
trict of which the lands are situate, and by sub-section (4) that 
proceedings in partnership cases shall be taken in the court within 
the district of which the partnership business was or is carried on. 
It is indeed true that the remaining sub-section [(2)], which ap- 
plies to proceedings under the Trustee Acts, does not, any more 
than does that relating to administration proceedings, above referred 
to, make the local situation of the subject-matter of the action the 
factor which shall determine where proceedings shall be com- 
menced, but merely provides that they shall be taken in the court 
witbin the district ot which the persons making the application or 
spy of them reside or resides. It is, however, submitted that 
section 84 is equally inapplicable to these last-named proceedings, 
as the parties thereto are not plaintiffs or defendants within the 
meaning of that section, which, we venture to suggest, was in- 
tended to apply exclusively to actions of a common law nature, and 
that actions of an equitable character, to which section 75 is strictly 
confined, are, so far as relates to the selection of the county court 
in which proceedings shal! be taken, purposely treated as a class 
altogether apart and distinct from other actions maintainable in the 
county court. 





Tak Masrere or raz Rotts, in his good-humoured, jocular way, 
was very severe on the St. Pancras vestrymen who dismissed without 
a pension a rate collector, seventy-two years of age, and who had 
been thirty years in their service, because he declined to accept less 
than } e considered himself to be entitled to under 29 & 30 Vict. c. 
31, s. 4, as construed by The Queen v. The Vestry of St. George's, 
Southwark (19 Q. B. D. 533). Had Lord Esner had his way, the 
unfortunate vestrymen, who thought to make a “fool” of an Act 
of Parliament, would apparently have been all packed into a cart, 
taken to the nearest country road, and there deposited uncere- 
moniously in a ditch. This, however, was only an expression of 
opinion upon their mode of proceeding, and it turned out ultimately 
that they were quite right in repudiating the construction put upon 
the Act in the above case. So, at least, the court held, and such 
is law for the future; but what intention the draftsman had in his 
mind, or whether a perverse Parliament interposed to make 
nonsense of any intention he may have expressed, is likely to 
remain a mystery. Section 1 provides that certain public bodies in 
the metropolis may, at their discretion, grant to any officer in- 
capacitated by age or permanent infirmity ‘an annual allowance 
not exceeding in any case two-thirds of his then salary, regard 
being had to the scale of allowances hereinafter contained.” Then, 
in rection 4, a scale is given, according to which the allowance to 
be «ranted to any person who has served ten years shall be 
ten-sixtieths of his salary, and one-sixtieth is added until 
the period of forty years is reached. The allowance is then forty- 





sixtictbs, or two-thirds, the maximum allowed, and no farther 
years of service count. In the St. George’s case it was held that 
this section fixed a scale which must be ad by the public 
body if they granted a pension at all, but as scale in no case 
permits the allowance to exceed two-thirds of the salary, such a 
construction makes the limit in section 1 nugatory. The case 
seems to have been decided, indeed, without regard to that section, 
and on the peremptory language of section 4. In the Court of 
Appeal, however, seetion 1 was in favour, end the fact that a 
moximum limit was named was thought to imply that any pension 
below that might be granted, though in what manner regard was 
to be paid to the scale of section 4 was not explained. This is 
hardly satisfactory, for if that was merely meant as a guide to 
vestrymen in doubt, its language would herdly have been so strong. 
Clearly the two sections are irreconcilable, and the Court of 
Appeal, in choosing the first as the one to which they would give 
effect, appear to have arrived at a common senee conclusion. The 
circumstances of the case shew that vestries will often not care to 
grant pensions at all if the amount is put entirely beyond their 
control. 





We pxuyTep last week a letter from a correspondent raising the 
question whether, in the case of a new building, time under the 
Preecription Act begins to run in favour of a right to light from 
the time when the openings for the windows are made, or from the 
time when the building is structurally completed, and the windows 
putin. We think there can be little doubt that the latter is the 
period that must be taken, although it is not necessary that the 
internal decorations of the house should be finished. The 3rd 
section of the Act provides that the right shall be acquired, ‘‘ when 
the access and use of light to and for any dwelling-house . . . 
shall have been actually enjoyed therewith for the full period of 
twenty years without interruption.” The meaning of the words 
“actually enjoyed” was discuased in Courtauld v. Leigh (L. R. 4 
Ex. 126). There a house was structurally completed, the roof 
finished, the floors laid, and the windows put in, but it was not 
internally completed nor fit for habitation. It so remained till 
within a period of twenty years before action, and was then com- 
pleted. It was held, nevertheless, that the lapse of over twenty 
years from the time of such structural completion gave the right 
to light. It was argued, of course, in opposition to this, that 
actual occupation was necessary to satisfy the words above qaoted, 
or, at least, that the house should have been so far finished as to 
admit of occupancy, but the court, a very strong one, consisting of 
four judges, looked rather at the interests of an owner who might 
be simply postponing the internal — until he got a tenant. 
‘“‘He did not,” said Picorr, B., “desire to occupy the house 
himself, but he desired to enjoy it as owner, and he did so enjoy 
it ; with it he enjoyed the light, and that access of light through 
the windows gave the house a value in the market.” Although, 
then, actual completion of the house, and actual occupation of it, 
is not necessary, yet it would eeem that the building must be so 
far completed that it can be called a house, snd can be owned as a 
house. But this probably represents the earliest time at which 
the section can be made to run, and the mere erection of walls 
with empty spaces designed for windows could hardly confer the 
actuel enjoyment which it requires. 








THE APPROACHING CONFLICT. 


In his speech at Hull (which we report elsewhere) the President 
of the Incorporated Law Society expressed a hope that the pro- 
fession would ‘‘ stand to its guns” in opposing compulsory clauses 
in the forthcoming Land Transfer Bill. There is, we believe, not the 
slightest fear of the profession failing to stand to its guns, so long 
as the commanders in Chancery-lane carry on operations with 
the skill and vigour shewn last year. And on this point there is 
happily no doubt: the commanders are unchanged, and will bring 
to the new campaign the enormous advantages of experience and 
time for preparation. They may be trusted at the proper time to 
announce and carry out a considered scheme of operations 
for the impending war. 

We use the term “war” because it alone expresses the atti- 
tude of the promoter of the Bill towards solicitors. We 
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believe we are correct in saying that, not only has no advice 
been sought, or suggestion asked, from the body most practically 
conversant with land transfer, but, if rumour is correct, the 
eg of their representatives for a conference for calm statement 
and discussion on the subject of the forthcoming Bill, has been 
peremptorily rejected. 

Perhaps this is not very surprising. The Lord Chancellor has 
made up his mind to confiscate the remuneration of solicitors in reia- 
tion to Tond transfer: he intimated in the House of Lords last year 
that there was no way in which land transfer could be cheapened 
“‘ without interfering with vested interests. . . . Could their 
lordships,” he asked, ‘‘ point to any means for cheapening the 
transfer of land except by diminishing solicitors’ charges?” No 
doubt there may have been scruples. To a political disciple of 
Lord Expon, the idea of confiscation of vested rights can hardly 
be acceptable. To a member of a Government, the head of which 
has recently announced that the first way of restoring prosperity 
te the nation is to give sacredness to contracts, it must be a 
little embarrassing to propose to infringe a monopoly secured 
by contract of the nation—viz., by statute. To a man whose 
word has hitherto been considered his bond, it cannot be pleasant 
to break a public pledge that the legislation of the Government 
‘would proceed upon the lines of respecting the rights of all.” 

Bat, as already stated, the Lord Chancellor has come to the con- 
clusion that the thing has to be done: he can see no other way in 
which the vast system of offices (and patronage) proposed to be 
created can be supported than by diverting costs from solicitors’ 
pockets into the coffers of the Land Registry. This being so, he 
sees no use in parleying with solicitors. He does not believe, as he 
told them at the Jubilee banquet, in the “‘ canting view about men 
being absolutely regardless of their own interests”; he expects 
solicitors to fight for their rights, and (in spite of the pledge afore- 
said) he will leave them to do so. So far as he is concerned, he 
means to have the Bill, the whole Bill, and nothing but the Bill. 
This, at all events, clears the course for the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, and, but for the pledge aforesaid, might 
even be termed fair and straightforward tactics. 

Whether these tactics are wise, is, of course, another matter, with 
which, however, we have no great concern. Time will afford an 
answer to that question. The point for solicitors to bear in mind 
at present is, that there is to be no quarter for them in the forth- 
coming contest, and that it will rest mainly with them, by their 
own exertions, to decide whether one result of the approaching 
session shall be the destruction, sooner or later—most probably 
very soon—of the smaller country solicitors. 








RESETTLEMENTS OF FAMILY ESTATES. 
II. 


(2) Undue influence. — Where an eldest -son concurs with 
his father in cutting off the entail of a settled estate and 
resettling the estate, the circumstances may be such as to 
enable the son, even though he be then fully cognizant of 
his rights, subsequently to succeed in setting aside the trans- 
action on the ground of undue exercise of parental influence. 
Such influence, if properly exercised, is not regarded by the 
courts with disapproval. ‘‘In transactions between members 
of the same family, even though that relation subsists between 
them, from whence the court will infer the moral certainty of the 
existence of considerable influence, and the probability of its having 
been exercised, yet, if the transaction be one which tends to the 
peace or security of the family, to the avoiding of family disputes 
and litigation, or to the preservation of the family property, the 
principles by which such transactions must be tried are not those 
applicable to strangers, but such as, on the most comprehensive 
experience, has been found to be most for the interest of families” : 
per Sir J. Rowi1y, M.R., in Hoghton vy. Hoghton (15 Beav., at p. 
300), and the cases there cited, So, also, in Hartopp v. Hartopp 
(21 Beav., at p. 266), the same learned judge observed that “the 
exercise of parental influence is inseparable from these transactions, 
and that the son is always more or less influenced by the father, 
even though the father should endeavour as much as possible to 
avoid the exertion of his influence.” And the same principle has 


Tucker v. Bennett (38 Ch. D. 1); see also Hoblyn v. Hoblyn 
(41 Ch. D. 200). But, on the other hand, an eldest son who has 
only recently attained his majority, and who is dependent on his 
father’s bounty for his immediate wants, is peculiarly likely to be 
susceptible to parental influence to a degree which places the father 
in a fiduciary position towards him, and renders it specially incum- 
bent on the father to exercise his influence in a fair and honourable 
manner. And where there is any doubt as to whether the 
influence has been properly exercised, the court will closely 
scrutinize the transaction, and may set aside the settlement, if it 
should appear that the expectant heir bas been unduly coerced or 
cajoled into surrendering his rights without adequate compensa- 
tion. 

The suspicion of the court is specially likely to be aroused if the 
arrangements are such as to secure to the father any personal ad- 
vantage. Thus, in Baker v. Bradley (7 De G. M. & G., at p. 
620), Turner, L.J., remarked that, ‘“‘The transaction may be one 
of bounty from the child to the parent soon after the child hes 
attained twenty-one. In such cases this court views the trans- 
action with jealousy, and anxiously interposes its protection to 
guard the child from the exercise of parental influence.” And it 
must not be presumed that the influence and consequent fiduciary 
position of a father will necessarily be deemed to be determined by 
proof that the son has, since the arrangement, attained an age and 
capacity which render him fully cognizant of his rights, and that 
he has, nevertheless, done nothing to set aside the settlement; it 
must be shewn, from all the circumstances of the case, that he has 
in fact been emancipated from the control of the father: see the 
observations of Turner, L.J., in Rhodes v. Bates (L. R. 1 Ch., at 
pp- 257 et seq.). If, however, a settlement is in other respects 
fair and reasonable, and if the son has concurred in it, with full 
knowledge of his rights and in the exercise of his free and unbiassed 
judgment, the mere fact that the father has thereby obtained some 
incidental benefit for himself will not be sufficient to avoid the 
transaction: see Archer v. Hudson (7 Beav. 560), Wright v. 
Vanderplank (8 De G. M. & G. 133). 

(3) Unfairness of the terms agreed upon.—The main test of 
the validity of a family resettlement is whether or not, upon 
a full consideration of the circumstances of the case, the terms 
of the arrangement therein embodied are fair and reasonable. 
And in determining whether or not the terms are fair and 
reasonable, it is to be borne in mind that arrangements 
between members of the same family to assist their several 
objects, or to relieve their several necessities, are affected by so 
many peculiar considerations, and are influenced by so many differ- 
ent motives, that they have been wisely withdrawn from the 
influence of the ordinary rules by which the court is guided in 
adjudicating between other parties. If such an arrangement is on 
general principles fair and reasonable, it will not necessarily be set 
aside merely because one of the parties may, even fraudulently, 
obtain an unfair advantage for himself: see Bellamy v. Sabine (2 
Phil. 425). 

It must be remembered that under a prior settlement, which is 
intended to be superseded by a resettlement, the persons interested 
are generally not only the tenant for life and the first tenant in 
tail in remainder, but also younger children or collaterals, who 
might become entitled upon the death of the tenant in tail before 
coming into possession of the property. The principal considera- 
tions, therefore, which influence the court in determining whether 
or not the terms of a particular resettlement are fair and reason- 
able seem to be, first, whether the eldest son or other firat tenant 
in tail receives an adequate consideration for cutting down into an 
estate for life his estate tail ; and, secondly, whether the arrange- 
ment is for the advantage of the family generally, by preserving to it 
the property, and making due provision for younger chiJdren and 
other members of the family. The consideration as to the pre- 
servation in a particular family of ancestral estates has, of course, 
lost some of its force owing to the operation of the recent legisla- 
tion before referred to. 

The question »« to what are fair terms as between a futher and 
his eldest son on u resettlement of the family property is one the 
answer to which must depend in great measure on the circum- 
stances of the particular case, and frequently causes considerable 
doubt and difficulty. But, in all cases of this nature, it is to be 
borne in mind that, on the one hand, the son derives no present 
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for the supply of his immediate needs; and, on the other hand, 
that the con is called upon to surrender valuable rights and interests 
for which he is in all fairness entitled to require a substantial com- 

tion. The son is asked by his father to give up much for the 
benefit of other members of the family, and it may be for the 
benefit of the father himself, and is therefore entitled to ask that 
the father should give up something in return. Moreover, there is 
a natural and moral obligation, generally speaking, on a father to 
make an allowance, independently of any settlement, adequate for 
the son’s maintenance and other current expenses befitting his 
station in life. It is well pointed out in an opinion of that eminent 
conveyancer, the late Mr. Burter, set out in Davidson’s Convey- 
ancing, vol. 3, at p. 277, that a father cannot be considered as 
giving up anything ‘‘ when he gives the son an annuity, unless that 
annuity be larger than what it is natural to suppose the father, as 
father, and a man of honour, would be bound to allow his son, if 
seised in fee simple of the estate, and the son had therefore no 
claim on him other than what his duty and feelings as a father 
might prompt him to do.” It is, indeed, only just and right that 
a son, who consents to reduce his estate tail to a life estate, should 
have, under the resettlement, a fixed annuity secured to him by 
way of rent-charge on the property, and not be left dependent on a 
mere allowance by his father which the latter may at any time 
withdraw, or even on an annuity secured by covenant which could 
only be enforced by proceeding against the father personally. 

The course usually adopted under ordinary circumstances, and 
generally to be recommended, upon a resettlement effected upon, or 
soon after, the coming of age of an eldest son, is to limit to the 
son, in priority to the first life estate limited to the father, a 
present rent-charge during the father’s life, secured upon the 
settled estates, and a further contingent rent-charge in the event of 
his marrying during the father’s lifetime, either with the father’s 
consent, or, if preferred, without reference to such consent; and, 
further, to give to the son powers to make provision for his wife 
and children by way of jointure and portions, to take effect in case 
the son should die in the father’s lifetime, and, to such extent as 
may be agreed upon, during such lifetime. The amount of the 
rent-charges and other benefits thus provided for the son and his 
family, and the terms of the arrangement generally, will, of course, 
depend upon the value of the estates, and a general consideration 
of the circumstances of the particular case, such as that the son is 
of dissolute and extravagant habits, and that it is necessary to raise 
@ gross sum to provide for payment of his debts. The amount 
should, however, be reasonable, and even liberal: otherwise it may 
happen that the son, though at the time appearing to acquiesce in 
the arrangement, may in after years become dissatisfied, and may 
assert that he did not fully understand his rights, and that he was 
unduly induced in early youth to part with them without adequate 
consideration. Moreover, a power ought to be reserved to the son 
to make a suitable provision, in case of his marriage, for his wife 
and children: see Wallace v. Wallace (2 Dr. & W., at p. 468). 

It may be remarked that, except under special circumstances, 
it would be the safer and more prudent course to postpone a re- 
settlement until the marriage of the eldest son, when the terms 
would necessarily be considered and approved, not only on behalf 
of the father and son, but also by the solicitor of the intended wife. 
And, indeed, in every case where there is any doubt or difficulty 
as to what are fair and proper terms as between the father and son, 
it will be advisable that a separate and independent solicitor, and 
_ a separate counsel, should be employed to advise on behalf of 

e son. 

It is not, indeed, essential, under ordinary circumstances, where 
the terms of an srrangement are reasonable, that the son should 
be separately advised, provided that the person who acts as profes- 
sional adviser to the father has caused the son clearly to under- 
stand the nature and extent of his rights as tenant in tail in 
remainder, and the effect of the proposed instrument: see Jenner 
v. Jenner (2 De G. F. & J., at p. 269); see also Tucker v. Bennett 
(88 Ch. D. 1) and Hoblyn v. Hoblyn (41 Ch. D. 200), But such 
separate advice should not be dispensed with if the resettlement 
secures to the father any material benefits at the expense of the 
son. In the case of Hoghton v. Hoghton (15 Beav. 278) one of 
the grounds upon which a deed of resettlement, whereby the 
father took directly large benefits proceeding from the son, was set 
aside was, that the son had no independent professional assistance. 

elaborate judgment of Sir J. Rommty in that case will well 





repay perusal. On the point now under consideration the 
gy od eres out that, though the father’s solicitor stated 
ad read over to the son the operative parts of the deed, this was 
not sufficient to shew that the son understood what he was 
the draft was never submitted to the son, nor to anyone on his 
behalf for consideration, and the mere reading over the deed, 
unless accompanied with an explanation of its contents, would be 
more likely to confuse than to enlighten an unprofessional person. 
His honour added that the reading of the deed was, in fact, 
mere matter of form, and that unless the father’s solicitor had 
believed he would no doubt have thought it fit not to have 
the plaintiff to execute the deed without ascertaining 
professional gentleman had, on his behalf, 
various provisions of the deed and ascertained 
tiff understood and wished to carry them into 
also, in Dimsdale v. Dimsdale (3 Drew., at p. 
Krnperstzy remarked as follows:—‘‘ When a 
the son having barely come of age, and being 
the parental influence, arrange a settlement of 
estates, if the arrangement appears to the court 
the whole and in all its parts, the court will su 
though the son may not have been fully cognizant of 
of the nature of the transaction. But if the court 
sider the transaction a family arrangement, if by it the father 
acquires benefits to himself at the expense of the son, in that sort 
of case the transaction cannot be supported, unless the son was 
placed beyond the parental influence, having a separate professional 
adviser, and being fully informed of his rights, and the onus of 
proof that he was lies on the father.” And in the recent case of 
Tucker v. Bennett (88 Ch. D., at p. 9) Corroy, L.J., observed : 
‘* [f there is a disposition of the child’s property for the benefit of 
the father, then it undoubtedly lies on the father to shew—he being 
in a position capable of enabling him to exercise great influence 
over his child—that the child is well advised, and is separately 
advised from the father.” Of course, the separate adviser of the 
son must be really an independent adviser. And an agreement, 
though prepared by an independent solicitor, may be set aside if 
the party for whom that solicitor is acting is under the undue 
influence of the other party: see Moxon v. Payne (L. R. 8 Ch. 
881). 
But a resettlement will not necessarily be set aside on the 
application of the eldest son merely because he succeeds in shew- 
ing that he did not receive a compensation fully equivalent to the 
rights which he was induced to resign, ree the terms are on 
the whole fair and reasonable, and for the general benefit of the 
family. So in Hoghton v. Hoghton (15 Beav., at p. 307) Sir J. 
Romrtty, M.R., observed on this point that ‘in all cases of this 
description the reasonableness of the settlement has been con- 
sidered by various judges to be shewn both by the preservation of 
the property in the family and by the conferring of benefits upon 
the younger children.” If these conditions are satisfied, the court 
will not readily set aside a settlement, even though it should 
appear that the eldest son may not have fully understood them, 
and that parental influence was somewhat strongly brought to bear 
to carry out the arrangement. Thus in Cory v. Cory (1 Ves. 19), 
where it appeared that the son was drunk at the time when the 
terms of a settlement were agreed upén, Lord Hanpwicxe refused 
to set aside the transaction, and remarked that “‘if a son, tenant 
in tail, and a father, tenant for life, agree on something for the 
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The principle which guides the court in determining what terms 
are fair and reasonable in family settlements is thus stated by 
Lord Expon, C., in Tweddell v. Tweddeli (Turn. & Russ., at p. 
18): ogre Fe. not view net an father and 
son in the light of reversionary bargains, ill regard them as 
family arrangements with a reasonable‘ e of jealousy, and 
will not look into all the motives and might 
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maintenance a much greater sum than he can possibly re- 
quire, in order that his brothers and sisters may be 80 
brought up and educated, and placed in such situations, as to do 
him credit in the world.” Soin the case of Hartopp v. Harto 
(which has already been referred to on the question of the exercise 
of parental influence), a resettlement contained provisions giving to 
the son an annuity during the father’s life and also for the raising 
of gross sums for payment of the son’s debts, and for the purchase 
of a commission for him, but the son sought to set aside the deed 
on the grounds (among others) that its provisions were harsh and 
unreasonable against him and favourable to the father, and that the 
nature and effect of the transaction had not been properly ex- 
plained ; the principal provisions complained of were the limitation 
of a jointure to the plaintiff’s mother, the limitation of an estate in 
remainder to the plaintiff's younger brother in priority to his 
ters, and that the rent-charge limited to the plaintiff was 
liable to forfeiture on alienation either directly or by 
operation of law. But Sir J. Romy, M.R., refused to set aside 
the settlement, on the ground that the two former provisions did not 
come within the definition of benefits to the father, and were reason- 
able, the first being reasonable in itself, and the second being reason- 
able having regard to the circumstance that the estate was thereby 


limited to accompany the title; and as regards the son’s rent-| A 


charge, it having been shewn that he knew it was to be restrained 
from anticipation, his honour thought that the settlement could 
not be invali because it had not been explained to the son 
that the mode of enforcing the restraint would be by a clause of 
forfeiture. And in Hoghton y. Hoghton (15 Beav. 278), though 
the settlement was set aside on other grounds (vide supra), it was 
held that, under the circumstances, the exoneration by the son of 
the settled estates from incumbrances was reasonable and proper, 
as tending to the continuance and prosperity of the family. 








REVIEWS. 
CHARITIES AND MORTMAIN. 


THe Law or CHARITIES AND MorTMAIN: BEING A THIRD EDITION 
oF TupoR’s CHARITABLE TRUSTS. By LEONARD SYER BRISTOWE, 
— WALTER Iyrmey Cook, Barristers-at-Law. Reeves & 


This book supplies a want which has been felt for at least 
twenty years. The second edition of Tudor’s Charitable Trusts was 
in 1862, too soon after the passing of the Charitable Trusts 
Act of 1860 to be able to throw any light upon the chief work of 
the Charity Commission. It was only when that Act of 1860 con- 
ferred upon the Commission powers of appointing trustees, vesting 
i. making schemes that it became fully entitled to the 
which Lord Sherbrooke applied to it when he said it was 
a court of conciliation and a judicial Tecoweny. Mr. Bristowe and 
Mr. Cook have produced a book which, should be of the greatest 
service to those who, as clerks of charities, have frequent deal- 
th the rity Commission. It would be of great advantage 
to charities if their ordinary business was more often put into the 
hands of solicitors, and solicitors who are willing to t the office 
if the remuneration is modest, the work, with 
of this new edition of Tudor, is light. 

Mr. I owe and Mr. Coole have done their work extremely well. 
To begin with the index, not the least important part of a law book, 
it ie toa d convenient. One suggestion, however, may be 
offered. and there it is, of course, necessary to refer to a 
number of pages under one heading, but of all these there is gene- 

where the subject indicated is substantially dealt with, 
the y being to incidental allusions. It would be con- 
venient if the page containing the substantial treatment of the 
subject to printed in thick type. Take, for instance, the 
of “‘ Usage.” Under the sub-heading “Trust, 
by,” there are four references, the third of which 
the place where the subject is substantially treated, and the number 
the pages should be ted thus—12, 53, 110, 112. 
The authors wisely ined to include in their book everythin 
iti = ite date a work was excel- 
ve a mistake not to take every advantage 
of mee the lines laid down Bee ecsstaatidhe’ ‘6 text-book 
writer as the late Mr. Tudor. But the original matter has had to be 
re-arranged, and tos great extent re-written, and it may fairly be 
said that Mr. Bristowe and Mr. Cook have made the subject of 
charitable trusts their own. only book they have not superseded 
is Mr. Tyssen’s Charitable Bequests, which, owing to the elaborate 
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manner in which the cases are stated, and to the careful and learned 
opinions occasionally given in it, is still a useful and almost jp. 

i ble work. 

e editors have divided their book into three parts. The first part 
is a era! treatise on the law of charities and mortmain; th, 
second an elaborate annotated edition of the Mortmain and Charit. 
able Uses Act, 1888 ; and the third contains the text of the Chari. 
able Trusts Acts, the Endowed Schools Acts, and the other enagt. 
ments which have to be administered by the Charity Commissioners, 
and a large number of those which are of frequent application in the 
course of their proceedings. To most of these Acts copious no} 
are added, and in one part or another probably every case on charity 
law is to be found. e table of contents is full, and shews the plan 
of the work at a glance; the table of cases gives the reference to 
every set of reports, and the table of statutes is clear and explana- 
tory, stating briefly the subject-matter of the Act, and adopting the 
plan which might well have been adopted in the index with regard 
to the thick type. 

In dealing with so lurge a nn ag the authors have found it neces. 
sary to state the cases very tersely, but they have done so with much 
judgment, and they have, when necessary, added a few words of 
useful explanation. After a considerable amount of examination of 
the book it is possible to say with some confidence that there are very 
few mistakes in it. The nature of the decision in Hadgett v. Commis. 
sioners of Inland Revenue (3 Ex. D. 46) is not quite accurately stated. 
gain, the Charity Commissioners require rent-charges to be 
redeemed by a transfer of Two-and-a-half per Cent. Annuities, not 
New Consols. The statement that the powers of the Charity Commis- 
sioners of making schemes under the Municipal Corporations Act, 
1883, took effect from the 25th of March, 1886, is not strictly in 
accordance with section 3 of that Act. The extract.from the Muni- 
cipal Corporations Act, 1882, required the addition of at least 
statement of the effect of section 5 and the 1st schedule—viz., that 
section 5 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1883, was repealed. 

It is a pity that a place could not have been found for the Schools 
Sites Acts. The selections from the Lands Clauses Act and some 
others might have been omitted to make room for these difficult Acts, 
which are in constant use. 

As to the effect of the exemptions from the Statutes of Mortmain 
which have been made in various Acts regulating a number of 
charitable institutions, Mr. Tyesen is more full than the editors of the 
new edition of Tudor, though his conclusion is the same as theirs, 
Did the power to a corporation to take land, ‘‘ notwithstanding the 
Statutes of Mortmain,’’ make it unnecessary for the conveyance to be 
enrolled? The answer to this question is too curtly given by Mr. 
Bristowe and Mr. Cook. In the face of their view and that of Mr. 
Tyssen cautious practitioners hesitate to dispense with enrolment in 
such @ case. 

On the whole the editors have acted wisely, both as to what 
should be included and what should be excluded. The amount of 
information in this book which is not to be found elsewhere is s0 
considerable that Bristowe and Cook on Charities must become 4 
standard work. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE DESIGNATION OF COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jourzal. | 


Sir,—I have read the letter of Mr. Charles Ford (the first edition 
of whose book on Oaths was published when the Judicature Acts 
came into operation) and also the reply of Mr. Stringer, one of the 
senior clerks in the Central Office of the High Court, as published in 
recent issues of your valuable journal. The above point is very fully 
considered in the 1875 edition of Ford on Oaths, and I find that 
the words ‘‘a commissioner for oaths” occur as part of a sentence in 
several forms of commission besides that now issued by the Lord 
Chancellor ; yet it has never before been argued that, merely because 
these words (in the midst of others) occur in the forms of commis- 
sion, that they constitute an authority for the designation recom- 
mended by Mr. Stringer in his book. With the obiter dictum of Mr. 
Justice Kay in Bourke vy. Davis in mind, it behoves commissioners to 
be careful, and I strongly advise those eppointed before the Ist of 
J anuary, 1890, to stick to the old designation, which has the 
authority of universal usage since 1875, and to which no objection 
has been taken. Asa matter of fact practitioners do adhere to the 
old designation, and in this they can’t be wrong, as Mr. Ford clearly 
shews in his book. HenrseErt M. Low, 

12, Bread-street, E.C., Feb. 3. A Commissioner, &c, 


ORIGINATING SUMMONSES FOR FORECLOSURE. 
[To the Kditur of the Soltettors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—In some observations in the SoLictrons’ JouRNAL for this week 
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under the head of ‘‘Current Topics,” you refer incidentally to the 
“ cheaper and speedier process of an originating summons” in dis- 
cussing the question as to whether charges upon land under the 
Public Health Act should be enforced by writ or by originating 
summons. 

It appears to me that the notion that proceedings by summons 
are cheaper and speedier than by writ is altogether erroneous. I 
suppose it will be admitted that in about 75 per cent. of actions for 
foreclosure judgment is allowed to go by default, and in an action 
commenced by writ it is well known that the plaintiff can file a state- 
ment of claim, and, after the ten days for rt meme have expired, he 
can move for judgment on admissions, without filing any evidence 
or proving any of his allegations. 

Now, what is the course in an action commenced by summons 
when the defendar:t makes default? In several cases I have been 
called upon by the chief clerks to prove strictly every allegation 
necessary to support the plaintiff’s claim; in cases involving pedi- 
grees, every birth, marriage, and death has to be strictly proved by 
certificate evidence; and in all cases the chief clerks require the 
mortgage and all transfers and subsequent dealings to be strictly 
proved by affidavits of attesting witnesses. It will readily be 
understood that to obtain all this evidence involves a heavy ex- 
penditure of time and money, and my experience has been that it 
would have been cheaper and speedier in most cases to have pro- 
ceeded by writ in the first instance. 

Cannot a rule be procured to enable the plaintiff in such cases to 
file a general affidavit, corresponding to a statement of claim, upon 
= judgment can be obtained in default of evidence in answer ? 

Feb. 1. W. 





THE LAW’S DELAY, 
To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—At a special meeting of the members of the Incorporated 
Law Soeiety, held on the 3ist ult., they appointed a committee to 
confer with the bar for the purpose of arranging practical sugges- 
tions as to the best mode of facilitating the despatch of legal 
business, which is stated to be greatly in arrear. 

The most simple answer to the above resolution, and the solution to 
the whole difficulty, appears to me is to “ reduce the length of the 
holidays,” which, as they at present exist, consist of 105 days in 
evi ear. 

I should like to know whether there is any City merchant, or an 
employer of any kind of labour, who does or would agree to pay 
his clerks or employees for that period? Then why should the 
judges and other officials be the exception? If a month’s annual 
holiday is not sufficient for a man, then I think that such a man 
should retire from public life altogether, and let others, willing ard 
able to work, take his place. 

Probably some of your readers may say, ‘‘ Ah, but look how the 
judges work whilst on duty.” I cannot see it at all. Asa rule they 
commence at 10.30 and sit till 1.30 (when they retire for lunch); 
they then sit from 2 to 4—or a daily average of five hours—except 
on Saturdays, when they rise for the day at 2 o’clock. Who can say 
that these hours are too long ? 

Reduce half the holidays and let the judges sit from 10 till 5 (less 
the half hour for luncheon), and I venture to think that we should 
have scarcely any arrears in the law courts. 

Of course, it cannot be thought that the judges will, themselves, 
raseet this alteration. Who then ? be the public. They can do 
it by agitation, calling of meetings, and passing resolutions, and, 
until they do, there will always be a block and an arrear of cases, 
because there is not sufficient time to get through the public work. 

Again, four times a year more than half the judges go on circuit 
to try cases which could be as easily and as well tried by apecial 
commissioners, who would be glad of the opportunity. Why should 
not this plan be, at all events, tried ? 

Owing to the Long Vacation, hundreds of solicitors’ clerks are 
thrown out of employment, many solicitors can scarcely make ends 
meet, and a stray brief is a godsend to many barristers, however 
small the fee. 

Tam only ee that the members of the legal profession and 
the public should have put up with ‘the holidays” so long as they 

ve, and it only wants your all-powerful pen to enhance the subject 
to bring about a better state of things in the future. 

Feb, 3. J. HeppERLY WHITE. 


PROVISOES FOR SUSPENSION OF RENT IN CASE OF FIRE, 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—A leaso of a house for a term of years contains a proviso 


after the form in Prideaux’s Precedents for sion of the rent in 
case of fire. The house is destroyed by fire and rebuilt in about nine 


interval. Will you or any of your readers say whether, under the 
terms of the proviso, the 8 right to recover the rent for those 
two quarters is absolutel e or whether it is only suspended until 
the house has been rebuilt? To put my question in another shape, 
Has the proviso any further effect than to suspend the lessee’s lia- 
bility to pay the rent accruing while the house is uninhabitable 
fire until it is rebuilt? For no doubt the lessee would be 

a a on ing destruction by fire, if 
Se x... & 

eb. 3. 





PRESCRIPTION ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—It would seem, upon the decided cases u the Act, that 
the building must be so far com that the light can actually 
have access to, and be capable of being enjoyed and used in respect 
of, oe ee Pg he vy these ny are satisfied, it is 
immaterial whether the light penetrates openings 
or through ordinary glazed windows. Were See cxabesn 
correct, it would seem to follow that, if any new transparency were 
used to replace glass, no right of light could in future ever be 
acquired. LINCOLN’S-INN. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


GENERAL RULES MADE BY THE LORD CHANCELLOR WITH 
CoNCURRENCE OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD OF TRADE 
PuRSUANT TO SECTION 127 OF THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


Rule 323 of the Bankruptcy Rules 1886 is hereby annulled, and 
instead thereof the following Rule, which may be cited as Rule 3234, 
shall have effect : — 

3234. When there are two or more Official Receivers attached to 
the district of the same Court the estates shall be assigned to such 
of them and in such manner as the Board of Trade shall by 
general or special direction require. Provided that the Board 
Trade may at any time require that an estate which has 
— oe the pepe peri be jp he ict be 
either permanently or for ial purposes of administration to one 
of the other Official ivers. fn such case the Registrar shall 
transfer the Receivership of that estate to the Official Receiver 
designated by the Board of Trade. 

Rule 3238. When there are two or more Official Receivers attached 
to the district of the same Court, any one of them shall (subject to 
the directions and control of the Board of Trade) have power without 
any transfer of the Receivership of an estate to take perform any 
business and duties of any other Receiver. 

This Rule may be cited as Rule 3238 

Rule 3294. In the absence of the Official Receiver to whom an 
estate has been assigned any officer of the Board of Trade duly 
authorized for the purpose by the Board of Trade, and any clerk of 
the Official Receiver duly authorized by him in writing. may by leave 
of the Court act on behalf of the Official Receiver, and take part for 
him in the public examination of the debtor, in any examination 
before the Court under the 27th Section of the Act and on any 
unopposed applications to the Court. 

This Rule may be cited as Rule 329. 
Dated the 30th day of January, 1890. 
i ) Hatssvry, C. 
I concur, 
(Signed) M, E, Hicxs-BrEacu, 
President of the Board of Trade. 








At the Liverpool Police Court on Tuesday, Samuel T. Stirland was 
brought up charged with fraud under the Stamp Duties Management Act. 
Mr. A. P. Thomas, who appeared to prosecute, stated that the prisoner was 
the chief clerk in the ye wy ay 4 Office of the Queen's Bench 
Division of the High Court of Justice, and it was his duty to take 

all official documents and see that = were ly stam 
Stirland had been in this position since 1875, and un Thursda 
was no suspicion against him. Mr. Registrar Paget, under whom 
acted, had then brought to his notice a bundle of papers wh 
found placed on the top of some cupboards and concealed 
It was discovered that in many instances from documents that 
been stamped the stamps had removed, tly by 
cases there were documents which had not_ 

to have been stamped. In other cases, again, there 
ought to have been cancelled by a perforating instrument, bat 
not so cancelled, A ee qty at similar documents were found in 
drawers kept by Mr. Sti These facts } 

and Mr, Thomas now asked fora 

Mr, H. F, Neale, who appeared 


é 
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months after the ocourrence, two quarters’ rent having accrued in the 


remand was granted for seven days. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
HUDSON ». FERNEYHOUGH—No. 1, 3rd February. 


Pracrice—AMENDMENT oF Wait sy Appinc Parry—SraTvTe oF 
LiMIrTaTIons. 


This was ana from the decision of a divisional court (Lord Cole- 
ridge, O.J., and ew, J.). The defendant, on October 20, 1883, gave 
an IO U toa man named Stanley for £42 money lent. On September 
25, 1889, Stanley transferred the I O U for value to the plaintiff, 
and on a 27 the plaintiff issued a writ against the defendant 
claiming amount. No notice of assignment was given to the defend- 
ant, but on October 21, the day after the period limited by the Statute of 
Limitations ired, the plaintiff took out a summons to amend the writ 
by adding Stanley asaparty. The master made an order giving leave to 
amend on condition that the plaintiff should be in no better position with 
regard to the statute than if the writ had been issued on the date of the 

toamend. Grantham, J., at chambers, reversed this order, 
unconditional leave to amend, but the Divisional Court restored 
the order of the master, holding that the plaintiff ought not to be allowed 
to make such an amendment as to take away from the defendant a defence 
which had already accrued to him under the Statute of Limitations. 
The plaintiff ed. 

Covrr (Lord Esuzr, M.R , and Fry, L.J.) dismissed the appeal. 

MR., said that the effect of allowing an unconditional 
would be to seriously affect the defendant’s position. If 
Stanley had been the plaintiff in the action when the writ was issued, the 
Statute of Limitations would have been barred. But the sole plaintiff at 
that time was the assignee of the 10 U. The assignment was, by sec- 
tion 25 (6) of the Judicature Act, 1873, not effectual without notice to 
the Before that Act there could be at common law no transfer 
of a chose in action, and all that the assignee would ‘get would be an 
right. right, if he had it, was in no way affected by the 
order of the master, but it would not be right in such a case to allow 
an amendment on any other terms than that the defendant’s position 

not be prejudiced by it. Fry, L.J., delivered judgment to the 
same effect.—Counset, C. Gregson Bilis; Hertall. Soxicirors, Robert 
Jenkins, for Jukes, Staines ; Aldridge, Thorne, § Morris, for Moody* § 
Woolley, Derby. 


REG. v. FITZROY COWPER—No. 1, 1st and 5th February. 


Country Covrt—Oosts—ParricuLars To BE Sicnzep By Sonicrron—Oounty 
—. ” sila 1889, orp, 6, x. 10, Appenpix on Costs (Lowsr Svatez), 
ne. 1, 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Lord 
Coleridge, C.J., and Mathew, J.). Upon the issue of a summons in the 
Croydon County Ovurt, in an action of Rees v. Terrei/, alithographed form 
of copy of particulars was indorsed : ‘‘ Claim, £2 16s. 5d.; court fees, 4s. ; soli- 
Citor’s costs, 4s.” ; and the uame of the firm offsolicitors acting for the plain- 
tiffs was lithographed below the indorsement. The defendant paid into court 
sum minus the solicitor’s costs, and the registrar accepted the 
amount so paid in on the ground that the solicitor had not signed the 

as required by the County Court Rules, 1889. The deputy- 

upheld this ruling, and the plaintiffs obtained a rule calling on him 

to cause why he should not hear and determine an application for 
such costs. a pe mp Court held my . lithographed form was not a 
complisnce with the rule as interpreted by the a dix, and the plaintiffs 
Ord. 6, r. 10, of the County Court otien 1889, peadines that 

solicitor of a plaintiff suing by a solicitor shall indorze on the 
particulars his name or firm and place of business, and shall state thereon 
where he will accept service of proceedings in the action or matter on 
behalf of the plaintiff, otherwise the costs of entering the plaint by the 
solicitor shall not be — P. the a seen m the rules there is the 
following provision: ‘ en the particulars and copies are signed by a 
solicitor and the amcunt claimed exceeds £2 and does aot et ik. Af 
may be entered upon an ordinary summons and upon a default summons 
pl nae EE a soe note a **No wom > are to be allowed 
ew e amount does not exc £10, unless the judge 
judg 
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| 


F 
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Tus Covrr (Lord Esuzx, MR., and Fey, L.J.), differed in opinion. 
Lord Esnzez, M E., said that the object of the rule was that the particu- 
should be authenticated by a responsible officer of the court, so that if 
any Wrovg was done there might be someone over whom the court had a 
juriediction whom it could hold responsible. A lithographed form 
not in any way interfere with this object, and in his opinion actual 
signatare was not necessary. It was most improbable that the lithographed 
should come into the hands of unprincipled people who might use it 
own , a8 had been suggested. A solicitor who authorized 
up of one of such lithographed forms could not deny his 

- There was no case in law except the signing of a will 
handwriting was necessary, and there was no need to go 
outside the anny buna meaning of the word signature. In his 
Fe. oan appeal ought to be allowed, and the decision of the 
Court reversed. Far, L.J , was of the contrary opinion. He 

Se eaet So Mihagnaghot name of the firm had been adopted in this 
Case to satisfy the indorsement made requisite by ord. 6, r. 10, and that it 


F 


i 


HH 


did not to be 4 signature of the particulars. The rules dealt with 
in his opivion required the actual signature of the 
to vouch the accuracy of the particulars and 6. The court 


had a right to require its officers 10 intervene to that extent. As in the 








present case, culars often came before the registrar on an undefended 
summons, he had a right to act on the signature of the solicitor as g 
guarantee that they had come under his personal cognizance, or that of 
somebody authorized by him. That guarantee was not furnished by any 
mere lithographed form. Therefore in his opinion the appeal failed,< 
Oounset, Crump, Q.O., and Lewis Thomas; Jelf, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzig, 
Souicrrors, Aird § Hood ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 


REG. v. VESTRY OF ST. PANCRAS—No. 1, Ist February. 


Merrororis—Merrororis Manacement Acrs—Orricer or Vestry 
SvuPERANNUATION ALLOWANCE—DiscrETIon as TO AMouNT—29 & 30 Vier, 
c. 31, ss. 1, 4. 


Jom from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division, making 
absolute a rule for a mandamus to the Vestry of St. Pancras directing them 
to hear and determine Richard Westbrook’s application for a superannua. 
tion allowance. The prosecutor, Richard Westbrook, had been for thirty 
years a rate collector in the employment of the vestry, and his salary was 
£480 a year. Upon his retirement on account of infirm health he applied 
for a superannuation allowance in accordance with the scale prescribed 
by the Act 29 & 30 Vict. c. 31, s. 4—namely, £230 a year. The vestry 
offered him £150 a year, which he refused, and thereupon, at a meet 
duly convened in accordance with section 7 of the Act, the vestry refus 
to grant him any allowance. The Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, 0.J., 
and Mathew, J.) made the rule absolute for a mandamus as above, on the 
ground that the vestry had not, under all the circumstances, properly exsr- 
cised the discretion vested in them (see 38 W. R 238). The case of Reg. v. 
Vestry of 8t. George's, Southwark (35 W.R.841, 19 Q. B. D. 533) had decided 
that if a vestry decides to grant an allowance under the statute it must 
grant the full amount prescribed by the scale. By section 1 of 29 & 30 
Vict. c. 31, ‘‘the vestry of any parish . . may at their discretion 
grant to avy officer,” upon his resigning, ‘‘an annual allowance not 
exceeding in any case two-thirds of his salary, regard being had to the 
scale of allowances hereinafter contained.” By section 4, subject to the 
provisions therein contained, the allowance ‘‘shall be as follows’’ (then 
follows the scale, increasing according to the number of years’ service). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R, and Fry, L.J.) held that under the cir- 
cumstances the mandamus must issue, but overruled the decision in Reg. 
v. St. George's, Southwark. They held that section 1 of 29 & 30 Vict. c. 
31 gave the vestry a discretion both as to granting a superannuation 
allowance and as to its amount, subject to this, that the amount specified 
in the scale in section 4 should in no case be exceeded. The words in 
section 1, ‘‘regard being had to the scale,’ referred to section 4, and 
limited the discretion as to the amount by the scale. The vestry had full 
discretion to act within the scale. The provision in section 4 that the 
allowance ‘shall be as follows’’ was merely declaratory of the scale of 
maximum allowances, and did not mean that the allowance must in all 
cases be that prescribed in the scale. The vestry, therefore, had full dis- 
cretion, acting on legal grounds, as to whether they would give the full 
pension or any less sum.—Counskt, Poland,Q.C., and C. A. Russell ; Henn 
Collins, Q.0., and Morton Smith. Soxicrrors, Cunliffes § Davenport ; Beal, 
Phillips, § Beal. 


Re ROBERTS—No. 2., 29th January. 


Practice—ArreAL—Time—Rervusat or Parr or Arriication—R. 8. 0., 
LVIIL,, 15. 


This was an appeal against a decision of Kay, J. (43 Oh. D. 52). The 
preliminary objection was taken on behalf of the respondent that the 
notice of appeal had been given too late. The order was pronounced on 
the 5th of August last ; the notice of appeal was not served till more than 
twenty-one days after that date, but it was served within twenty-one days 
from the date of the passing and entering of the order. A client 
applied to his solicitor to obtain for him a sum of £2,100 on mortgage of 
some property belonging to him. The solicitor obtained £1,200 on a first 
mortgage of the property to a third person, and advanced the remaining 
£900 himself on a second mortgage of the property. The client obtained 
the common order to tax the solicitor’s bills, and the solicitor carried in 
several bills, one of which related to the two mortgages. The taxing 
master disallowed an item of £2 3s. 8d. relating to the first mortgage, and 
also disallowed six items relating to the second mortgage—viz , for instruc- 
tions, drawing, fair copy, ingrossing, stamping, and a schedule. The 
solicitor carried in four objections to the taxation. The first objection 
was to the disallowance of the £2 3s. 8d., and the six items relating to the 
second mortgage. The other tree objections related to the other bills. 
Kay, J., allowed the first objection, so far as it related to the £2 3s. 8d., 
but disallowed it as regarded the other six items. And he referred the 
other a back to the texing master. ‘he notice of appeal, served 
on the 13th of January, 1890, asked that the order of Kay, J., might be 
reversed so far as it disallowed part of the first objection. 

Tux Court (Corron, Lixpiey, and Lorzs, L JJ ) held that the appeal 
was too late, and that Trail v. Jackson (4 Oh. D. 7) was a conclusive 
authority to that effect. The appeal was irom the refusal to allow distinct 
items, not mixed up with other matters, and the time ran from the date of 
the refusal.—Counset, Sir H. Davey, QO, and Maidlow; Levett. 
Soricrtons, Taylor, Stileman, § Underwood; Ellis, Munday, § Bartrum. 


Re NEWTON'S SETTLED ESTATE—No. 2, 3let January. 


Sertrizp Lawp—Peumanent Improvements—Aprriication or OApiTal 
Mowzys—Cnanor py way ov TexminasLe ANNUITY—ImPROvVEMENT OF 
Lanp Act, 1864 (27 & 28 Vicr. c. 114), #6. 9, 55-—Serruep Lanp Act, 
1882, 6. 25—Serrtey Lanv Act, 1887, os. 1, 2. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 78), upon & 
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—— ye 
summons under the Settled Land Acts, asking a declaration that the 
trustees of settled land might apply capital moneys in their hands inter 
alia) in the payment of such part as re resented principal of a rent-charge 
payable wake an order made by the d Commissioners in June, 1883, 
under the Improvement of Land Act, 1864, and the Settled Land Act, 
1883. The rent-charge was for the repayment of money borr owed to effect 
improvements on the land. The Land Commissioners’ inspector of 
works had made a certificate in April, 1883, in which he stated the 
nature of the work done; that £1,994 had been expended in executing 
the works in accordance with specifications approved by the Land Com- 
missioners; and that, in his opinion, the works ‘will produce a 
permanent improvement in the yearly value of the land exceeding the 
yeatly amount proposed to be charged thereon.” Kay, J., was not satis- 
fied with the evidence that the works thus executed were permanent im- 
provements which came within section 25 of the Settled Land Act, 1882. 
Tt was contended that the above certificate was sufficient to shew that the 
works were within section 25, but Kay, J., was of opinion that the Act 
of 1864 was much wider in its scope than the Act of 1882, and that it 
would include works which would not be authorized under section 25 of 
the Act of 1882 He therefore refused the application. 

Tur Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) were of opinion that 
the evidence was sufficient to shew that all the works (with one exception) 
were permanent improvements within section 25, and, with that excep- 
tion, they made the order asked for. The exception was the re-roofing of 
a cow-house, which the court said might, according to circumstances, be 
either a permanent improvement or a repair for which the tenant for life 
was liable, and the evidence was not sufficient to shew under which head 
itcame in the present case. Oorron, L.J., said that he did not agree with 
the view of Kay, J., that section 9 of the Act of 1864 was more exten- 
sive than section 25 of the Act of 1882. [Section 30 of the Act of 1882 
expressly provides that ‘‘the enumeration of improvements contained in 
section 9 of the Act of 1864 is hereby extended so as to comprise, subject 
and according to the provisions of that Act, but only as regards applica- 
tions made to the Land Commissioners after the commencement of this 
Act, all improvements authorized by this Act.]—Counsrt, Renshaw, Q.C., 
and Geare ; Kenyon Parker. Soxictrors, Geare, Son, § Pease, for Robotham 
§ Co., Derby. 





SMART v. TRANTER—No, 2, 31st January, 


Marrrep Woman—No Separate Estate—Prorate OF WILL IN GENERAL 
Form—OCnoses 1x Action—TitLe or Husnanp—ActTion sy Huspanp 
AGAINST Execuror 1n Cxuancery Drvistion—Pronate Russ, 1887— 
JupicaturE Act, 1873, s. 34. 


This was an appeal against a decision of Kay, J. (33 Soticrrors’ JourNaL, 
126, 37 W. R. 213, 40 Ch. D. 165). The question was whether when, in 
accordance with rules 15 and 18 of the Rules of the Probate Division of 
March, 1887, probate had been granted of the will of a married woman in 
a general form, without any limitation to such property as she had power 
to dispose of by will, the husband could maintain an action in the Shan. 
cary Division against the executor to recover choses in action to which the wife 
was entitled, and which the husband had not reduced into possession during 
her life. According tothe old practice of the Court of Probate probate of 
the will of a married woman was expressly limited to such property as 
she had capacity to dispose of by will, and administration ceterorum was 
granted to the husband. By virtue of the Rules of 1887 probate of the 
will of a married woman is now. granted in a general form, without any 
inquiry into her testamentary capacity. In the present case the wife had 
no separate estate, and there was no assent by her husband to her making 
awill, She was entitled to a legacy of £50 payable on the death of her 
mother, and a sum of £100 due to her from her brother. She was married 
before the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, came into opera- 
tion. She died in July, 1887, having, by a will made in July, 1886, 
appointed executors, and bequeathed all her property upon trust for 
her mother for life, with remainder to her brothers and sisters. The 
husband entered a caveat against probate of the will, but he afterwards 
withdrew it, and probate was granted to one of the executors in the 
general form. This action was brought in the Chancery Division by the 
husband against the executor, claiming an order that the defendant should 
assign and pay him the £100, and should assign and transfer to him the 
legacy of £50, on the ground that the wife had no — to dispose of 
either of these sums by will without his assent, which he had never given. 
Kay, J, held that the action could not be maintained, and that the 
plaintiff's proper course was to take proceedings in the Probate Division 
to recall the probate and to obtain administration to his wife. By suing 
the executor in the Chancery Division he treated the will as valid, in 
oo he had no title. The Ohancery Division could not recall the 
pro e. 

Tux Court (Corron, Linpizy, and Lorzs, L.JJ.), reversed the decision. 
They said that the general probate enabled the executor to collect all the 
married woman’s assets, whether she had or had not power to dispose of 
ihem by will, There had been a change in the machinery, but the 
husband's beneficial interest in his wife’s preperty was not affected there- 
by. He was entitled to claim the wife's choses im action from her executor, 
subject to the same liabilities to which he would have been subject if he 
himself had taken out administration to her estate. He would be liable 
to probate and testamentary expenses, and debts of the wife, which were 
not his debte, but were payable out of her assets. Subject to these 
liabilities the husband was entitled to claim from the executor the choses in 
action in question, just in the same bee | as when, under the old tice of 
the ecclesiastical courts, if a husband died without taking out tra- 
tion to his deceased wife, and administration was granted to her next of 
kin, the husband's personal representative was entitled to claim from tho 








wife’s administrator (subject to the above-mentioned liabilities) the choses 
in action of the wife to which the husband became beneficially entitled by 
survivorship.—OounsEL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Barnard ; Whitehorne, 
Q.C., and Eustace Smith. Soxicrrorns, Collyer-Bristow § Co.; Morse, 
Hewitt, § Farman. 


Re BLUNDELL, BLUNDELL v. BLUNDELL—No. 2, 5th February. 


ADMINISTRATION AcTiON—INsoLvent Estate—Costs—Paiority—Costs oF 
SvuccrssruL Liricant aGatst Executor. 


This was an appeal from the decision of North, J. (ante, p. 143). The 
action was for the administration of the estate of a testater. The estate 
roved to be insolvent. The conduct of the action was given to the 
Dovaten Brewery Co., who were creditors of the testator, and they, by 
leave of the judge, took out a summons against some solicitors asking that 
they might be ordered to pay into court to the credit of the action sums 
of money, amounting to £1,148, which they had received out of the es- 
tate for costs due to them by the executor and trustee of the will, on 
the ground that they had received those sums from the executor with 
notice of a breach of trust on his All the steps taken in the pro- 
secution of this summons were taken under the sanction of the j 
but when it came on for hearing Stirling, J., dismissed it (cide 40 
D. 370), and ordered the solicitors’ costs of it to be paid by the Bavarian 
Co. He also allowed the company’s costs to be paid out of the testator’s 
estate. ‘The Bavarian Oo. has since become insolvent, and had been 
ordered to be wound up. The solicitors claimed to be their costs of 
ithe actin sod, oat Sonal being inege oo gh t0 pay. both thelr 
in the action, and, that not eno’ 
costs and the Bavarian ~~ costs of ————— = aed on cee 
to be paid in priority. e com! ae | 
other aad as having the conduct of the action. North, J., disallowed 
the claim of priority. 

Tue Covrr (Corron, Lixpiey, and Lorszs, L JJ.) reversed the decision 
and allowed the claim. Corron, L.J., said that counsel on both sides 
had admitted that there was no direct authority on the ape Numerous 
cases had been referred to which shewed what it would be right to do if it 
could be done consistently with ciple. The question was whether the 
solicitors were entitled to be their costs of the unsuccessful 
against them out of the estate of the testator, and, if so, whether they 
were entitled to be paid in There 


ority to the Bavarian Oo. was no 
question about any costs which the Bavarian Co. had incurred in getting 
in the assets; the simple question was the solicitors were en- 
ed to ons Satenentiy SS sages ee are 
in priority to the in ity of the Bavarian Co. in respect of their costs 
of the very same summons. The order giving the Bavarian Co. leave to 
issue the summons was a somewhat peculiar one, as it allowed them to 
sue in their own name. But the effect was to substitute them for the 
executors. It was said that the solicitors elected to take an order for 


their costs against the Bavarian Co., and that this 
ha any indemnity out of the estate, even if 


ul 
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have entitled to it. In his lordship’s o there was no 
such election as could deprive them of any t. said it would be 
unreasonable that there should be a claim 
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and also a claim to indemnity a the 
lordship’s opinion, failed. There was an analogy to be 


which an executor had been authorized to carry on his testator’s 
business. In such a case the from whom he obtained goods 
in carrying on the business would be sim his creditors, buat 
it was well established that, notwi their personal 
claim t the executor, they were entitl to the benefit 
< 2 RR ars | out x. the ane? a. But - 
solicitors could on against assets by means indemnity 
which the Baecsiin Co. would have been entitled, 


if they had ae 
to the solicitors the costs which they had been ordered to them. 
the Bavarian Co. had a claim to an indemnity out the assets 
respect to their own costs of the summons. In his mange Ny ag: 
the company commenced the with the leave of the court, 
€ step which they took subsequently was taken with the sanction 
the Judge, they would, if they 
been entitled to be paid out of the assets those costs, as well as 
costs of the proceedings. The solicitors, who were successful, 
therefore be entitled to an indemnity out of the assets. It was 
unusual mode of out an arr agan, Be pay direct the 
respect of which the right of indemnity ted. There 
novel, no doubt, in a case in which the person who 
sy. a costs to an. was himself enti —ty 
respect own costs e same Eoaeine. question waa, 
oy th lord 


is 


company. So in the present 
working out the indemnity pely ws 6 i Coen ee 
the mon Ey The rights at the creditors 

question now, but, even if they had done 
would not have interfered with the priority of these costs. Lorniey, LJ., 


to 
Co. and the solicitors, and Sete es 2. geek case endl equly 
the latter had the better claim. The principle of Be parte Garlend (10 Ves. 
110) applied. This principle was fully expounded by Jessel, MR , in Ae 
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Johnson (15 Oh. D. 548). Lopzs, LJ., entirely concurred.—CovunszL, 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.0., and Levett; Everstt,Q.C., and FE. Ford. Soxtcrronrs, 
Bower, Cotion, § Bower ; W. Foster. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
SMITHETT v. HESKETH—North, J., 30th January. 


Monteace—ForectosurE— Repemption— SaLz— Priorit1es— JoInTURE— 
NVEYANCE TO THIRD Person—Conveyancine Act, 1881, ss. 15, 25— 
Conveyancine Act, 1882, s. 12. 


This was a foreclosure action by mortgagees of a settled estate. The 
plaintiffs were first mortgagees for £85,000. The next incumbrance was 
a charge of a jointure of £1,500 a year to the widow of a former tenant 
for life. The third incumbrance was a second mortgage to the plaintiffs 
for £15,000. There were a number of subsequent incumbrancers whose 
priorities had not been ascertained. Subject to the mortgages, the estate 
was vested in trustees for a | term of years. On behalf of the 
plaintiffs it was asked that a period of six months for redemption might 
be allowed to the jointress, and that a further period of three months 
— be allowed to them, in respect of their eye 7 for £15,000, for 

g the jointress, on payment of what she should have paid to the 
plaintiffs, her costs, and the arrears of her jointure, and that one further 
pericd for redemption might be allowed to all the subsequent incum- 
brancere. The plaintiffs also asked that, on their redemption, provision 
might be made, under section 15 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and sec- 
tion 12 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, for the conveyance of the estate to 
trustees, and that, on the plaintiffs again redeeming the jointress, 
provision should be made to secure them the priority which they 
originally had as regarded their £85,000 mortgage over the future pay- 
ments of her jointure. Parry v. Parry (Seton on Decrees, 4th ed., p. 
1146) was referred to. The jointress claimed priority in respect of the 
future —— of her jointure, in case the plaintiffs should redeem her. 
The subsequent incumbrancers asked for an order for the sale of the 
property, or at any rate that successive periods of redemption might be 
allowed to them. 


Nokrtu, J., declined to order a sale of the property. He allowed the 
jointress a period of six months for redemption of the plaintiffs, and 
ordered that, on her redeeming them, they should convey the property to 
her or as she should direct. He allowed the plaintiffs, in respect of their 
second mortgage, a further period of three months for redemption of the 
jointress, on payment of the amount which she should have paid to the 

iffs in respect of their first mortgage, her costs, and the arrears of 
jointure. But his lordship held that the conveyance of the property 
to the plaintiffs on that redemption must be subject to the future 
payments of the jointure. And he allowed only one further period of 
three months for redemption to the eubsequent incumbrancers. — 
CounsEL, Cocens-Hardy, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis; Herbert Lake; Vernon 
R. Smith; Chadwyck-Healky; EB. 8. Ford; Dawney; Frank Evans; H. 
Terrell ; F. Thompson ; Charles Church. Soxrictrons, Wood, Bigg, § Nash; 
Lake, Beaumont, § Lake ; Simpson, Hammond, & Richards ; Brandons ; Bur- 
rows, Barnes, & Pears; J. C. Stogdon; C. B. Dalton ; Finney, Thomas, § Co. ; 
Carlisle, Unna, & Co. 


Re GATLING GUN CO.—North, J., 1st February. 


Company—Repucrion or Caprrat—ConrieMation ny CourntT—JvurispIcTIon 
—Duscestion or Covrt—Repvucrion or some SHARES ONLY—CoMPANIES 
Acr, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), ss. 9, 11—Compantms Act, 1877 (40 & 
41 Vict. c. 26), s. 3. 


The question in this case was whether, under the Companies Acts, 
18€7 and 1877, there is power for a company to reduce a part only of its 
or whether it can only reduce the whole capital—for instance, 
ordinary shares can be reduced without reducing preference 
shares, or vice versi. In the recent cate Re Union Plate Glass Co. (33 
Soxicrrors’ Jovunar, 659, 37 W. R. 792, 42 Ch. D. 513) Kay, J., held that 
aa no Papa to reduce some of its shares without reducing 
the . This is contrary to the view which was expressed by North, 
J., in Re Barrow Hematite Steel Co. (32 Sorsctrons’ Jovunar, 695, 37 W. R. 
249, 39 Ch. D. 582) and in Re Quebrada Railway, $¢., Co. (33 Soxscrrors’ 
Journal, 202, 40 Ch. D. 363). In the present case the company had 
some ts, which were paid for in part by an allotment to 
vendor, or his nominees, of a number of shares as fully paid up, a 
contract been duly r in compliance with section 25 of the 
Companies Act, 1867. It was found that the pat«nts were not worth the 
price for them, and the holders of some of the shares thus allotted 
agreed to surretder them, in order that they might be cancelled for the 
benefit of the y. To the extent of the nominal value of the shares 
thus surrendered the capital of the company was not represented by available 
assets. Special resolutions were passed for the reduction of the capital by 
certain shares which had never been issued, and also 
cancelling the shares which had been surrendered as above mentioned. 
It was eubmitted that the case was distinguishable from Re Union Plate 
Glass Co., because the shares were to be cancelled with the consent of the 
holders, and no injustice could be done to anyone. 

Noxru, J, com the reduction. He adhered to the opinion which 
he in Re Barrow Hamatite Steal Co, In Re Union Plate Glass Oo. 
Kay, J., said that he could not find the smallest intimation that the Act 
gave & company to reduce certain of ite shares without reducing the 
others, North, J., answered that by saying that he could not find the 
emallest intimation that the Act prevented a company from reducing some 
oO ite sheres without reducing the others. If a proper case were shewn 


for the court giving its assent to what was proposed, he thought there wag 
nothing in the Act to deprive the company of the power of doing it, 
He thought that which it was proposed to do in the present case wag 
reasonable, and he therefore sanctioned it.—Oounsgx, Farwell. Soxicrror, 
E. F. B. Harston. 


Re THE HOUSE IMPROVEMENT AND SUPPLY ASSOCIATION (LIM.) — 
Stirling, J., 28th January. 


Company Limirep sy GuarantBeE—Winvine vp—Bovinu’s Acr (28 & 29 
Vicr. c. 86)—Guaranrors anp Depostrors—Ricut To Prove. 


The House Improvement and Supply Association (Limited) was a com- 
poy limited by guarantee, established for the purpose of carrying on the 

usiness of a building society and land and house investment company, 
and of accumulating funds to enable subscribers and depositors to obtain 
house property without other cost than payment of rent for a limited 
period. The compavy was in liquidation, and the present application was 
a summons taken out by the liquidator for a declaration that four classes 
of ger called, respectively, (1) the bondholders of 1881, (2) the bond- 
holders of 1883, (3) the holders of ‘‘ house fund certificates,’’ and (4) the 
holders of “shilling house club cards,’’ were not creditors of the company. 
The bonds of 1881 and 1883 were issued under the articles of association, 
by which the directors were authorized from time to time to issue bonds 
to any extent, the funds so raised being termed the guarantee fund, and 
the bondholders the guarantors; and it was provided that the sums 
advanced should be in the nature of deposits with the company, not in the 
nature of capital subscriptions. Each bond provided for payment of 
interest balf-yearly by the association until redemption of the bond, and 
that the bondholder should participate in the net profits of the association 
in the proportion which the total amount of bonds outstanding bore to the 
total funds of the association. The sums due to the bondholders were 
secured by certain trust deeds on certain properties, but the security was 
insufficient, and the question was whether they were entitléd to prove iu 
the winding up for the unsecured balance. The ‘‘ house fund certifi- 
cates ’’ were certificates of a certain sum having been deposited in the 
house fund of the association, each certificate (when drawn) entitling the 
holder to a ballot tenancy of house or land property at a valuation equal 
to £100 for each £1 deposited. The condition of such ballot tenancy was 
the payment of rent equal to five per cent. on the valuation for twenty 
years, the tenant being thus entitled to have the property conveyed to 
him by the association free of cost. The ‘shilling house club cards” 
were in form a receipt for 1s. contribution to the shilling house club. 
The cards might be cashed on presentation at the chief office of the asso- 
ciation ; and interest at 1d. per month was allowed on the total sum 
deposited, which was applied in paying off the deposit cards at the price 
of 2s. each in the order determined by monthly drawings. It was also 
provided that for every twenty deposit cards the club should be 
enrolled in the house d, aud a “house fund certificate’’ issued 
accordingly ; whenever a share certificate belonging to the club was 
drawn in the house fund, a further drawing took —_ to determine to 
which of the deposit card holders the house was to belong. 


Sriziwe, J., said that the bondholders of 1881 and 1883 were creditors 
of the association, but the question was, whether they were entitled to 
prove in the winding up in competition with outside creditors. Bovill’s 
Act (28 & 29 Vict. c. 86) was intended to apply to joint-stock companies, 
but section 5 did not in terms include winding up. That omission was, 
however, supplied by section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, the effect 
of which was to render everything provable in bankruptcy also provable 
in winding up, and to prevent everything not provable in bankruptcy 
from being provable in winding up. Under Bovill’s Act a person who 
had lent money to a trader on the terms of receiving a share of profits 
could not prove in competition with general creditors; this rule now 
applied in analogous circumstances in the case of winding up a company. 
Sabj ect to the question whether there was a valid contract in writing, his 
lordship held that, the assets of the company being insufficient for pay- 
ment of its debte and liabilities, the bondholders of 1881 and 1883 were 
unable to prove in the winding up. With regard to the house fund cer- 
tificates, Fis lordship held, on the authority of an unreported case of 
Hobbs v. Grace in the Court of Appeal, that they did not constitute the 
holders creditors of the company. The company had, however, taken 
upon themselves the duty of managing the fund, and the certificate-holders 
were entitled to know what had become of it. The holders of the 
shilling house club cards were in a different position, and, in his lord- 
ship’s opinion, they were creditors of the company.—OounseL, Buckley, 
0.0, and Swinfen Eady; Beale, Q.0., and Maidlow; Bradford; Ashton 
Oross ; Bramwell Davis. Soutcrrons, Wood ¢ Wootton; HB. W. Haines; 
Wild, Brown, & Wiid ; Jerome, Trevor, § Oo. ; T. W. Dutton. 





igh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
FAIRCLOUGH v. ROBERTS—3rd February. 


Save oy Bern—Wuoresace Licence—Quantity—Rervtsp Pint Borries— 
Lacenstna Act, 1825 (6 Guo. 4, c. 81), 6. 2, Souepute—Licensina Act, 
1834 (4 & 5 Wu. 4, c, 85), «. 19—Intanp Revenue Aocr, 1863 (26 & 27 
Vict. o, 33), 6. 1—Licenstna Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vior. v. 94), 4. 3. 


This case raised an important question as to the sale of beer in bottles 


t held a licence to sell beer 
under the Act 6 Geo, 4, c. 81, 6. 2, which im a three guinea licence 





under a ‘‘ wholesale licence.”’ appellant h 
unde ‘ every person, not being a brewer of beer, who shall sell strong 
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peer only in casks containing not less than 4} gallons imperial standard 

lon measure, or in not less than two dozen reputed quart bottles at one 
time,’ to be consumed off the premises. It was proved at the hearing of 
a summons issued against him under section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1872 
(for selling by retail an intoxicating liquor without being duly licensed to 
sell the same), that he had sold beer in bottles other than reputed quart 
bottles—viz., in pint and half-pint bottles, but that in such sales the 
quantity, though contained in many bottles, was not less than 4} gallons 
or two dozen reputed quarts. e Inland Revenue Act, 1863, provides 
(section 1) that a person who holds a wholesale licence as above described 
may, upon payment of the excise duty of one guinea, take out an addi- 
tional licence enabling him to sell beer in smaller quantities; but the 
appellant had no such licence. He was convicted and fined and his 
licence forfeited under section 3 of the Act of 1872. The justices stated a 
case for the opinion of this court, the chief question g whether the 
appellant was entitled to sell beer in half-pint or pint bottles, the total 
quantity sold at one time being not less than the amount which would be 
contained in a 44 gallon cask or in two dozen reputed quart bottles, with- 
out obtaining the additional licence under the Act of 1863. It was con- 
tended on behalf of the appellant that the b ngewe of beer sold, and not 
the vessels in which it was contained, was the real test; when the Act of 
Geo. 4 was passed pint bottles were unknown, In the Act of 1834 (4&5 
Will. 4, c. 85), s. 19, the definition was, ‘‘any less Damme than 4} 
gallons,” and no particular size of bottles was mentioned. 


Pottock, B., had no doubt that the conviction could not be sustained. 
In a proceeding of this kind it was not sufficient to shew by a process o: 
inferential reasoning from one statute to another that a breach of the law 
had been committ The appellant was charged with a specific act under 
a particular section—viz., with selling by retail an intoxicating liquor 
without being duly licensed ; the question was, had he done that act? If 
the sale was not by retail be had not. The Act of 1834 defined a sale by 
retail as a sale of a less quantity than 4} gallons, and the quartity sold by 
the appellant was considerably over 4} ons. It was true that it was 
sold in pint bottles, not in quarts, but, having regard to the Act of 1834, 
that was not material. There was therefore nothing to bring the appel- 
lant within the penal clause of the Act of 1872, and the conviction must 
be quashed. Hawxtns, J., concurred, and said that the real question was 
not as to the form of licence, but as to whether this sale was retail or not; 
in his opinion it was not. Conviction quashed.—CounsrL, Henn Collins, 
Q.C., Besley, and Mansfield ; Bryn Roberts. Soutcrrors, Clifford Gosnell, for 
Pritchard, Bangor; Winter ¢ Co. 


ONSLOW AND OTHERS (Appellants) ». THE COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND 
REVENUE (Respondents)—2Ist January. 


Revenve—Sramp—Marriace SerrnemMEnt—OonTInGENT INTERESTS AND 
Vartante Investments—Stamp Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 97), 
ScHEDULE. 


Case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, under the 19th 
section of the Stamp Act, 1870, as to the amount of stamp duty charge- 
able on a certain instrument, being a marriage settlement e on the 
marriage of Denzil Onslow and Marion Oliver. The said instrument was 
a settlement of certain stocks, moneys, funds, and securities set forth in 
three schedules thereto, or of the interest of the said Marion Oliver 
therein ; and it also contained certain covenants not relating to such 
moneys, stocks, or the said interest therein; and the question was, 
whether this instrument was a “ settlement’? within the meaning 
of the word ‘‘settlement’’ in the schedule of the Stamp Act, 1870, 
and so liable to ad valorem duty. At the time the marriage settle- 
ment was executed, in the month of April, 1888, the interests of the 
settlor, Marion Oliver, were as follows:—first, one moiety, in reversion 
expectant on the death of her mother, of the proceeds of the sale of certain 
real estate and the personal estate of her late uncle, then standing in the 
name of a trustee, and these investments were subject to be varied by the 
trustees of the will of her uncle at pleasure, with the consent of her 
mother, the tenant for life. Her second interest was a reversionary 
interest expectant on the death of her mother, and the investments repre- 
senting this interest were also liable to be varied. Her third interest was 
an interest in reversion expectant on the death of both her mother and 
aunt, contingent on the death of the aunt without issue, and subject to 
revocation if her mother had issue, and the investments were liable to be 
varied. The commissioners were of opinion that this instrument came 
within the definition of a ‘‘ settlement’ in the schedule to the Stamp 
Act, 1870, which defines a settlement as being ‘‘ any instrument whereby 
any definite and certain sum of oon - . » or any definite and 
certain amount of stock, or any security, is settled, or agreed to be 
settled, in any manner whatsoever’’ ; and they required the instrument 
to be stamped with an ad valorem stamp, as required in that schedule, 
For the appellants it was contended that, as the interests dealt with in 
the settlement were contingent, and the investments could be varied at 
the will of the trustees, the instrument was nota settlement “of any 
definite and certain principal sum of money, or definite and certain 
amount of stock,’ and, therefore, did not require to be stamped as such. 


Tur Court (Potxock, B., and Hawxrys, J.) held that the instrument 
Was a settlement within the meaning of the schedule, and that it required 
to be stamped as such. It was a settlement of a “‘ definite and certain 
amount of money or stock,’’ and it did not cease to be so on the ground 
that the interest was contingent on the death of the aunt without issu 
or that the investments could be varied.—Oounsnn, Horne » Q.0., an 
Danckwerts; Sir R. B. Webster, A.G., Sir B. Clarke, 8.G., and Dieey. 
Sonrcrrons, Rowoliffes, Rawle, ¢ Oo., tor Clay ¢ Son, Manchester ; 
Solicitor to the Inland Revenue. ‘ 





REG. v. THE JUDGE OF THE BLOOMSBURY COUSTY COURT— 
30th January. 

County Covurt— Loca, Jvurispicrion— ADMINISTRATION Procespincs— 
Merropouiran County Courts—Oounty Courts Act, 1888, ss 74, 75 
(suB-sECTION 3), AND 84, 

This was the hearing of the on a rule nisi for a writ of 
mandamus obtained by one Taylor, gz pa ee judge of the Blooms- 
bury County Oourt to shew cause why he not hear and determine 
certain proceedings for the administration of the estate of Richard Cattle, 
jae In October, 1889, Taylor, as a creditor of the deceased, com 


menced by plaint in the Bloo: County Court proceedings for the 
administration of his estate, . Cattle, the widow and executrix 
of the deceased, defendant. The in his lifetime, and Mrs. Cattle 


subsequently, resided at Holloway, outside the district of the Bloomsbury 
County Court, but within the itan 

on business within the district of the Bloomsbury County Court, and so did 
his widow — a any pa also carried te Acts 1888, "Base 
same district. By section 74 o! County Courts . 

where by this Act it is otherwise provided, every action ate 
commenced in the court within the district of which the defendant or 
one of the defendants shall dwell or carry on his business at the time of 
commencing 
ceedings for the administration of 


? 
| 
; 


be taken in the court within the district of which the person had 
f | his last place of abode in England, or in which the executors or adminis- 
trators, or auy one of them, shall have their or his place of abode.” 


Section 84 provides that ‘‘ where a plaintiff shall dwell or carry on busi- 
ness in the district of the Bloomsbury Oounty Court of Middlesex, or in 
the district of the Brompton County Court of Middlesex ’’—and so on, 
enumerating all the metropolitan county courte—‘‘and the defendant 
shall dwell or carry on business in the district of any of the said courts, 
the action or matter may be commenced, and all proceedings thereon taken 
and had either in the court of the district in 
dwell or carry on business, or in the court of the district in which the 
defendant shall dwell or carry on business.” The county court judge 
o— = ae a ay meme nor the gee we had 
place of abode district, he was precluded sub-section 
Sof section T° from entertaining the proceodings, and, therefore, declined 
to hear the matter. It was now argued on of the defendant that 
the county court judge had rightly declined jurisdiction. 
Ce ee oe or 
the same words ‘ action or matter’’ ; section 84 therefore constituted 


Tux Court (Fry, L.J., and Maruew, J.) ordered that the rule should 
id that whereas sections 74 and 75 were 


be made absolute. Fry, L.J., sai 

general provisions applying to the whole , section 84 was a local 
provision having for its object the of the yy 
county courts, and there was nothing in the of the to 
suggest any reason why it should not be held to ly to administration 
proceedings 0 OS ee ere He t that section 84 
was not only an exception to 74, but also an to section 75. 
Therefore the co court judge had jurisdiction to the matter. 


Maruew, J., was of the same opinion ; he t t section 74 stood clear 
of section 84, and that section 75 stood eq clear of section 84— 
Counszt, F. J. Lowe; Rose-Innes. Sourcrrons, 7. A. Lee; Mann ¢ 
Taylor. 


THE LONDON LIBRARY v. CARTER—23rd January. 

Innasrrep Hovss Dvry—Lrerany—Exeuprion—Arrenpant—SLEegPine 
on Premises—‘‘ Trave orn Bvervess’’—Ovsroms anp Intanp Revenve 
Act, 1878, s. 13, suB-sEcTION 2. 

Appeal by Mr. Robert Harrison, on behalf of the committee of the 
Lenten Library, against an assessment to inhabited house duty made 
upon their premises No. 14, St. James’-square, in the St. 
James, Westminster, under the 14 & 15 Vict. c. 36, for the year 1887-8, 
in the sum of £600 at 9d. in the £ The ae gat a Rage | 
a whole house, which is used as 
is open to members between 10 a.m. and 


room and a sitting- room therein to his to an 
peegeeriate vig hed Pa To Do. dwell in 
these rooms both by and at nigh premises. 
No other person dwells on the premises. The Library is a society 


existing for the mee 2 pees see ae from which books 
be had by he cebocetbess ot own homes, and its government 
Vv in a committee and trustees who hold the funds pws Ay 


the society. Members when elected an annual or life 
and the income is wholly derived from subscriptions. The income 
80 derived is in 


the of books and and in the 
maintenance of the ir q e library is not poo wee ye a view 
t, one 


ro et MG 8. pied a | 
- ouse or tenement which is occu 
aap ad or of profession or calling Piwhich the 





taxes it was contended that the 
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and that it did not carry on any ‘‘ trade” or ‘‘ business,’ and so did not 
come within the exemption. For the library it was contended that the 
house was not an ‘‘inhabited house,” as only an attendant slept there, 
and that they carried on a ‘‘trade”’ or ‘‘ business ’’ there. 

Tus Cover (Potiock, B., and Hawxrs, J.) held that the house was an 
inhabited house within the meaning of the Act ; that the London Library 
did not carry on any trade or business there; and that, therefore, they did 
not come within the exemption and were properly assessed.—CovnszL, 
Douglas Walker ; Siw R. E. Webster, A.G., Sir BE. Clarke, 8 G., and Dicey. 
Soxrcrrons, Gedge, Kirby, $ Millett; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


SHOOLBRED & CO. v. JUSTICES OF ST. PANCRAS—30th January. 


Game Licence—Drsqvatir1zp Persons—Person LIcENSED TO SELL BEER BY 
Reran—Game Acr, 1831, s. 18—Hotper or Grocers’ LicENCE UNDER 
Intanp Revenve Act, 1863 (26 & 27 Vict. c. 33). 


This was a case stated by the Justices of the St. Pancras Division of 
the County of London under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, 1879 and 
1884, Messrs. Shoolbred, who occupy large premises in Tottenham 
Court-road, being desirous of carrying on the business of dealers in game 
on part of their premises, applied to the justices for a game licence, to be 
granted to one of their managers, under section 18 of the Game Act, 1831 
(1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 32). Ocrtain classes of persons are expressly disqualified 
by that Act from holding such a licence, among them being pereons 
“*Jicensed to sell beer by retail.’”? The applicants were holders of a 

to sell beer in bottles not to be consumed on the premises under 
1 of 26 & 27 Vict. c. 33. The justices decided that the possession 
of such a licence precluded the holder thereof from obtainirg a licence to 
deal in game, but stated this case in order that the applicants might 
appeal. It was now argued on behalf of the appellants that they were not 
“ licensed to sell beer by retail,’’ within the meaning of section 18 
of the Game Act of 1831. Those words must be held to apply to persons 
g@ 2 licence under the Beerhouse Act of 1830. That was the first 
Act which created beerhouse licences, and under that Act it was necessary 
for the holder of such a licence to be a resident occupier of the premises 
im respect of which the licence was granted. The intention of the dis- 
ing words in section 18 of the Game Act might be judged by 
g all the classes of persons mentioned ; the words were—‘‘ not 
being an innkeeper or victualler or licensed to sell beer by retail, nor 
the owner, guard, or driver of any mail coach or other vehicle 
employed in the conveyance of the mails of letters, or of any stage coach, 
stege wagon, van, or other public conveyance, nor being a carrier or 
higgler.”’ The Act could not have intended to aim at persons in the posi- 
tion of the appellants. What was aimed at seemed rather to be the 
prevention of poaching and the harbouring of poachers, and the disposal 
ed game. The only licence held by the — was what was 
& grocers’ licence, which was first created in 1863, many years after 
the Game Act—a licence which did not require residential occupation, and 
which did not entitle the holder to sell beer to be drunk on the premisee. 
The justices were wrong in holding that the — were disqualified. 

Tue Covrr (Fry, LJ., and Maruew, J.), held that the justices were 
right in their decision. The Game Act of 1831 gave authority to the 
justices to grant licences to persons to deal in game, such persons not 

g. among others, persons licensed to sell beer by retail. The Legisla- 
tare did not refer to the Act of 1830, but used general language. The 
words meant licensed to sell beer by retail according to the law for 
the time being. The appellants had a licence to sell beer by retail, and 
therefore came within the language and meaning of the statute.—CounsgL, 
J. P. Grain; Bodkin. Soricrtors, G. H. Barber ¢ Son; Scudding § 


i 


Rg 





Solicitors’ Cases 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


Jan. 31.—Joun Rozert Evenat (Nottingham). 
Feb. 3.— Re Henry Epmowp Ovnnincuam (95, Sandringham-road, 
Dalston). Order not to be drawn up for three days. 





SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FROM PRACTICE 
FOR EIGHT MONTHS. 


Jan. 31.—Joun Biancuarp June (Howden, Yorkshire), 








On Tuesday, during the progress of a case before Baron Huddleston, his 
lordship interrupted poe gee said that he felt obliged to make an earnest 
publi against the state of the ventilation in his court. He had been 
complain on several previous occasions, but no attention seems to 

id to him. At the present moment the thermometer at his side 

over 70 deg., while a current of icy air was playing round his feet. 
he could say now was, that if the present state of things continued, to the 
detziment of the health of the judges and those who attended the courts, he 
would be obliged to adjourn the court. 

Messrs. Soames, Edwards, & Jones, solicitors for the defendants in Mr. 
Parnell’s action inst the Times, write to the Daily News that the statement 
that Mr. Parnell is to be paid more than the ordinary costs of the action is 
entirely erroneous. “ As 4 matter of fact,” they say, “he is to be paid costs 
as between party and party, and has not been released from payment to the 
defendants of such interlocu costs as have been awarded to them, nor of 
the costs of the abortive Scotch and Irish actions, The statement that the 
proposal for settlement originated with the counsel for our clients is also 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Generat Meertinc. 


The Jan general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held 
on Friday, the 31st ult., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, Mr. Gary. 
HAM Kuen, the President, taking the chair. 


Private Britt Leaisnation. 

Mr. O. Forp (London) moved, in accordance with notice, the following re. 
solution :—‘‘ That the present system of private Bill legislation involves un- 
necessary expense, and calls for modification, in the interests of the public 
and the profession.’”’ He said the question was one which had been most 
seriously considered by both Houses of Parliament and by a joint com. 
mittee. The present procedure which obtained in the Houses of Parlia- 
ment with regard to private Bills dated back to the year 1837, and in 1886 
Lord Hartington’s committee had considered the whole question and 
made many suggestions by way of improvement, which had never been 
adopted, he might safely say. In 1888 the joint committee of both 
Houses had made some very valuable suggestions. He was anxious to 
suggest to the meeting that there was a mode of procedure open to the 
profession, to the public, to suitors, and to ratepayers which would be of 
great advantage and would considerably decrease the cost of proceedings 
under private Bills. The subject interested the profession because, if 
they reduced the enormous cost of passing private Bills through Parlia- 
ment, they would largely add to the work of that character, as many more 
Bills would be brought forward. At present there was a double-barrelled 
process—going to the House of Lords and then tothe House of Commons, 
or vice versé. The committee of 1888 had suggested, first of all, the 
appointment of a Joint Standing Order Oommittee for both Houses of 
Parliament. This would be a great advantage. They also suggested a 
reduction of the House fees. Any solicitor of experience was aware of the 
very heavy fees to be paid by promoters, which must deter many public 
undertakings from passing into law. The committee had also suggested 
a check upon the repetition of the test in the second House ; and it did 
seem absurd that, after the merits of a Bill had been severely tested, 
the whole thing should be gone over again, which meant a heavy expense. 
The committee had further suggested the curtailment of the form of notice 
and the number of advertisements required. He (Mr. Ford) wished to 
suggest that one very important way of reforming the procedure would be 
by enlarging the system by which provisional orders were grauted. This 
was @ question which attracted a great deal of attention in Scotland and 
Treland, because it was a very serious matter that witnesses and others 
should have to come from long distances, as was the case under the 
present system. He submitted that there ought to be a local inquiry 
upon the spot, which was far more likely to bring out the facts than an 
inquiry conducted at enormous cost at Westminster. Having referred in 
detail to the private Bills for the present Parliament, he 4 that 
they were measures which could be far better dealt with by local inquiry 
or by the system applying to provisional orders 

Mr. E. Kiser (London) said he could say a great deal upon the 
matter, but he would content himself by seconding the motion. 

Mr. J. Waurer (London) said he had consulted one or two members of 
Parliament, and they had put it to him that those who promoted private 
legislation were in most cases able to pay the h fees; but that was 
not the point of view from which the profession should regard it. Mr. 
Ford was right in saying that private legislation of this kind would be 
likely to be far more extensive if the fees were lower. 

The motion was carried by twenty votes to nine. 


Commissioners ror OaTus. 

Mr. Forp moved, in accordance with notice, the following resolution :— 
‘*That a rule of court is called for requiring commissioners for oaths, 
before administering an oath, to ask, inter alia, ‘Do you understand the 
contents of this proposed affidavit?’ and also requiring the deponent to 
initial all exhibits, in addition to the same being marked by the commis- 
sioner, and fixing the commissioner’s fee for swearing an affidavit (to be 
filed in the Su; Court of Judicature) at 2s. 6d.” He then referred to 
a statement which had been issued by the council, which, after observing 
that communications had been made to the council by commissioners, 
contained the follo ph :—‘‘It has been gt by the 
commissioners that they find themselves in considerable difficulty by 
reason of the reported obiter dictum of one of the judges of the Supreme 
Court in a recent case, in which his lordship, after observing that the 
affidavits before him were not read over in the commissioner's presence, 
and that he took no means to ascertain whether he knew to what the 
deponents were swearing, said it was the duty of a commissioner before 
he administers an oath to satisfy himself that the witness thoroughly 
understands to what he is going to swear, and that the commissioner 
should not be satisfied by anyone but the witness himself.” He (Mr. Ford) 
had compared the statement with reports in the Soxicrrors’ Journat, the 
Times, and other newspapers, and he did not hesitate to say that the 
words which had been used by Mr. Justice Kay were “that he had taken 
no means to ascertain whether the witnesses knew to what they were 
swearing.’ The statement went on:—‘‘ This expression of opinion on 
the part of the learned judge has taken the profession very much by 
surprise. In the view of the council (subject to the exception con- 
tained in order 38 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883), all that 4 
commissioner is required to do is to see that the deponent is apparently 
competent to depose to the affidavit, and that he knows that he is about to 





be sworn by the commissioner as to the truth of the statements it contains 
and that the exhibits (if any) are the documents referred to. The council 
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—— 
think that the entire responsibility for the contents of the affidavit rests 
with the deponent and the solicitor who pre it.” He (Mr. Ford) 
thought it a singular circumstance that in this case where they had the 
sbiter dictum of Mr. Justice Kay the fact was that the affidavit was not 
prepared by a solicitor at all, but by an engineer. He quoted from the 
t in the Soxrcrrors’ Journat, in which Mr. Justice Kay said: ‘‘In 
case we have the privilege of hearing affidavits not prepared bya 
solicitor, but by an engineer.’” He did not suggest for one moment that 
there was any obligation on the solicitor to through an affidavit, but 
there was a sensible intermediate course which he might take, which was 
that he should satisfy himself by simply saying, ‘‘ Have you read this 
affidavit, or has it been read to you, and do you understandit?” He 
submitted that this was the simple proper course to take—to reasonably 
satisfy oneself that the deponent understands the affidavit. Then, again, 
the fee used to be 2s. 6d. for swearing a country Chancery affidavit and 
9s. 6d. for taking a statutory declaration, and he could not see why this 
should not be the case now. 

Mr. O. Hetuerineton (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. W. P. W. Pxitimore (London) op) the motion, which he con- 
sidered to be totally unnecessary, and there had been no good reason 
shewn for it. Mr. Ford would have a commissioner ask, ‘‘ Do you under- 
stand the contents of this en affidavit?’’ He (Mr. Phillimore) sub- 
mitted that the question already put to deponents implied that. It was, 
“Do you swear that the contents of this your affidavit are true?’”’ If he 
said ‘* Yes,’’ he must intimate that he understands it. Mr. Ford did not 
tell them what would happen if the deponent were to say, ‘‘I do not 
understand it.”” Would Mr. Ford propose to sit down and explain the 
affidavit, or say, ‘‘ You must go home with your solicitor and get him to 
explain it to you, and when you can say ‘Yes’ to my question I will 
swear you’? ? He(Mr. Phillimore) thought there was not the slightest 
necessity for adding more words to puzzle ~~ Then the deponent 
swears that he exhibits certain documents hey are shewn to him at the 
time of administering the oath, and he (Mr. Phillimore) thought this was 
sufficient. He thought there was no necessity for increasing the fse to 
9s. 6d. as suggested. He had never head of a commissioner objecting to 
administer an oath because the fee was only Ils. 6d. However convenient 
the increase of the fee might be to the commissioners to administer 
oaths, he did not see why others should suffer by it being raised sixty per 


cent. 

Mr. 8S. Day (London) thought that if they passed the resolution they 
would be stultifying themeelves. After a long experience he could say 
that most commissioners had done their duty, and if they did their duty 
all requirements would be satisfied. He did not think commissioners 
ought to take any more responsibility upon themselves than that they 
already had, and until some rules emanated from those who made the 
rules they should be quiescent. They had better leave it an open ques- 
tion for those in authority to deal with. He moved that the meeting do 
proceed to the next business. 

Mr. V. I. CuamMBEeR3arIn seconded the motion. 

Mr. Forp was anxious to read a letter to him from Mr. Justice Kay on 
the subject, but this was not permitted, and he handed the letter to the 

resident. 

. The motion to proceed to the next business was carried by fifty-six 
votes to four. 
Mrppiesex Reeistry. 

Mr. F. K. Munron (London) moved, in accordance with notice, the fol- 
lowing resolution :—‘' That, having regard to the several decisions fixing 
the fees and settling the practice, this meeting recommends the council to 
request the registrar of deeds to notify in a prominent manner that, in 
cases where the oath is administered outside the office, the total fee for 
registering a memorial not exceeding 200 words is 2s., with 6d. per 100 
beyond, and, further, to keep the office open for at least six hours daily 
‘for the despatch of all business,’ as the Statute of Anne directs.”” He 
said it was unnecessary for him to say much as to his close connection 
for years past with proceedings against the Middlesex Registry, having 
maizly for their object the settlement of tke fees the registry were 
entitled to take, and that solicitors were not bound to go there to prove 
their deeds. The result of these proceedings had been all anes the line 
in favour of the council of the society, with whom he had had the honour 
toact. He thought they would all agree that, seeing the matter was 
introduced at a meeting of the society so far back as 1867, that as they 
had been twenty-five years in bringing about this important result, they 
should insist that the law, as laid down by the judges, should be carried 
out strictly by the Middlesex Registry. He had thought it would be 
desirable to carry the motion he had placed upon the paper, but an 
intimation had been made to him that it would be better perhaps to adopt 
& more comprehensive motion in the form of an amendment, to the effect 
that a special committee of a small number should be *ppe ted to con- 
sider generally the practice of the registry since these decisions had been 
given so as to roport upon all the facts to the council, that they might 
make an all round report to the authorities, so that matters might be 
put upon a proper footing. If an amendment to the effect to which he 
had referred should be put before the meeting it would have his most 
cordial support, and he should be very happy to suggest to the meeting 
& suitable committee composed of those who had had great experience 
in these matters to deal with the subject. 

Mr. Purtimmone seconded the motion. 

Mr. Oxamurritain moved the following amendment :—" That, having 
Tegard to the decisions in the several cases of Munton v. Lord Truro, it is 
expedient that a special committee should be appointed to consider and 
report to the council on the present practice at the registry.”” He thought 

would be a great improvement upon the ution. The society 
would probably get more information and would benefit yet more if the 





amendment were adopted. He was very that it met with Mr. 
Munton’s approval, because he (Mr. Chamberlain) would have been very 
sorry to have been connected with an: Rage te ap Ape eg 
to have detracted from the debt due to him on the part of the profession. 

Mr. N. Hanuarr (London) seconded the amendment. 

The amendment was carried, and was then adopted asa subst ntive 
resolution. 

Mr. Munron then moved that the following gentlemen form the 
committee :— President and vice-president, ez officio, and Messrs. J. 
Addison, V. I. Chamberlain, John Hunter, Henry Markby, F. K. Mun- 
ton, and William Williams.’’ He believed that if these gentlemen would 
serve, their report would be one which would be accepted not only by the 
council, but by the profession at large. 

The motion was agreed to. 


Practice ComMIrres. 


Mr. Munton moved, in accordance with notice, the following resolu- 
tion :—‘‘ That, having regard to changes of practice and emergencies, 
often requiring instant attention, it is expedient that the council should 


nominate a permanent outside committee—of not less than fifteen 
members—specially coversant with practice, to whom t oy 
He the 


could be conveniently referred for inquiry and report.’’ 
members were aware that within the few months, and, indeed, for 
several years, there had been a great deal of discussion in various places 
as to the shortcomings of the Chancery system, and he belicved he was 
expressing the feelings of every man t when he said that, speaking 
generally, the state of things in that division was scandalous as regarded 
the delay. H+» had read a at one of the *s meetings two 
years ago on the subject of the sittings of the courts, which paper dealt 
with the sittings in the Commor Law and Chancery Divisions. The 

had been received very favourably, and a resolution had been carri 

the subject-matter should be referred to a committee to deal with. For 
some reason, which he did not remember, it was decided that there should 
be a committee first appointed for the purpose of dealing with the 
Queen’s Bench Division. That committee had conferred with the Bar 
Committee, and, under the able direction of Mr. Henry Markby, the propo- 
sals which were laid before the judges were accepted, and solicitors had 
reason to be extremely glad that they were, because the practice in the 
Common Law Division, as regarded the sittings in the courts, had been 
very much better since they came into force. He believed that every one 
of the regulations pro had been unanimously acceded to as desirable 
except one, as to whether there should be two courts, one taking the odd 
and the other the even numbers in the weekly cause list, and the members 
of the committee had been invited to consider that particular matter. 
But, speaking generally, the committee was a very great success, 
and this result was largely due to the active : 
Markby had taken in pushing it forward. He (Mr. Munton) 
had ventured to say this because he that he could not say 
exactly the same for the manner in which Mr. Markby had acted in 
re to the chancery committee. A chancery committee had been 
subsequently appointed, of which Mr. Markby had very properly been a 
member, and he (Mr. Munton) had hoped that the same success would 
attend that committee, and that the same activity would be shewn. But 
although he had asked a question at one of the society’s meetings, he 
thought twelve or eighteen months ago, as to what had been done by that 
committee, all that he could get from Mr. Markby in reply was that 
matters had come to a full stop because the committee had asked for 
something, and they did not exactly see how they could get it, and there- 
fore did not go into other points at all. That seemed to him very unsatis- 
factory, and he hoped the meeting would appoint a committee which 
would actively deal with the subject and press it home. As the case 
with his other resolution, he had received an intimation that 

question was so extremely pressing that it would be desirable to —— a 
special committee to deal with that only, and that he should abandon the 
suggestion that there should be a permanent committee in the form he 
had given. When the amendment was ————— the meeting, if it 
went to the effect he had stated, he would be extremely happy to with- 
draw his motion and adopt the amendment. If they had a strong com- 
mittee, they would, in +. — — very short — wt at —_ 
thing towards getting rid of one of the greatest modern 
in connection with the administration of the law. 

Mr. Kuxessr seconded the motion. 

Mr. R. S. Mason (London) moved the following amendment: ‘“‘ That a 
committee consisting of the president and vice-president, ex-officio, and 
five members of the council and ten other members of the society, special 
conversant with practice, be and is hereby appointed to confer with the 
Bar Committee, and consider and to the council uw the 
best mode of facilitating the despatch of business in the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice.” He thought Mr. Munton's motion a very 

one; but it was not sufficiently definite in dealing with the 
mamediate question. It was an undoubted fact that there was not 
sufficient judicial strength on the bench and in chambers to proper! 
on the chancery business of the country. But he would say dis- 
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clerks from their judges. He thought it was all-important that 
the judges should have almost daily communication with their chief clerks 
upon the various points that were constantly arising. As to the urgent 
and pressing need of some better method of carrying on the business of 
the eee Division there could be no question, There were at the 
present moment, and been for some years, about 600 causes or 
matters requiring decisions in arrear. About four hundred of these were 
witness actions. Mr. Justice Stirling since August had disposed of about 
fourteen witness causes, and he had still a very large number to try. At 
this rate it would be two years, at the very least, before his present list 
was disposed of. It was quite true that until recently the interlocutory 
work had been very much in arrear ; but he believed the chancery judges 
during the last few months had paid great attention to it, and they had 
practically determined to devote three days a week to the disposal of this 
class of business The other three days were left for witness actions and 
general causes. Mr. Justice Chitty allocated five weeks out of eleven 
these sittings to witness actions ; but three days out of every week, as before 
mentioned, were devoted to interlocutory business; therefore, that left 
only three days in each of the five weeks for witness actions. Should the 
suitors who went into chancery be absolutely denied justice? As a 
nation we had just as much right to a proper staff in chambers and a 
sufficient judicial power on the bench as the navy had to ironclads and the 
army to guns. e Attorney-General gave notice of motion in the House 
of Commons Jast session for the appointment of an additional judge in 
the Chancery Division. Why this motion was not brought on he 
‘Mr. Mason) could not say. It might be that there were shortcomings 
on the common law bench, and that those judges had more leisure than 
the chancery judges. He was sure that none of those present would agree 
that the chancery business of the country should be delayed for any 
reacon of that sort. But, whatever had been the notion of the Attorney- 
General in relinquishing his intention, it should be urgently pressed upon 
him that he should bring in a Bill for the appointment of at least two, if 
not three, chief clerks to Mr. Justice Kekewich, and an additional judge 
in the Chancery Division. In reference to the work in chambers, 
he believed it was the fact that the chief clerks in Mr. Justice Chitty’s 
and Mr. Justice North’s chambers had much heavier business than the 
chief clerks in the other chambers. He knew of a case where the accounts 
had been proceeding in chembers ever since 1867 and were not yet 
finished. Ifan appointment for two hours was required in the afternoon 
from 2 till 4 it possibly came on at 3.30, and the chief clerk having been 
engaged the whole day in disposing of numerous applications, he naturally 
did not feel equal to grappling with heavy and complicated details of 
accounts at 3.30 or 4 o’clock for two hours; it could not be expected. 
There was in the chambers of the two judges he had mentioned considerable 
pressure, and the chief clerks he thought were overworked. In the other 
chambers, y erhaps, the chief clerks did not suffer from the same pressure 
of business, but he would remark that this overwork in no way represented 
idleness or incapacity on the part of the chief clerks. Some of the chief 
clerks were men of great ability, and might be considered an ornament 
to any branch of procedure. They were the very backbone and muinstay 
of the chancery business, but if the suggested amalgamation of the 
registrars and taxing masters were carried into effect an absolute deadlock 
would ensue. There must be some reason why the work varied so much 
in extent in the different chambers. He did not think it could entirely 
arise from the method of working the rota. He did not understand why 
the ballot was not carried out in the usual way, and the law of average 
relied upon. However, that was a matter for the committze to consider. 
It was desirable that some definite representation should at once be made 
to the authorities that further assistance must be granted both in 
chambers and on the bench. Perhaps the hearing of all originating 
summonses and some of the interlocutory business could be given to the 
Lew judge, and thus the prescure in chambers might be relieved. There 
was, however, no question that the committee was urgently required. 
Mr. R. W. Disprx (London) seconded the amendment. His own 
notion was that the present system worked very fairly where it 
was well administered, and if a few alterations were perhaps made in the 
rules and so on things would go on very well. With regard to the delay 
there was no doubt that the afternoon appointments were a serious 
matter, as they did vot come on until the afternoon was nearly exhausted. 
Bat the delays were not at all confined to chambers or to witness actions. 
The actions without witnesses were very much in arrear, and he knew of 
one case in which the briefs were delivered last March and it had not yet 
been tried, so that the congestion in the courts did require some atten- 
tion. He very much doubted whether any arrangement could produce 
good results unless witness actions were removed from the chancery 
judges altogether, who were not—he eaid it with great respect—qualified 
to with them, and this caused great delay in the legitimate business 
of the Chancery Division 
Mr. Maxrxuy (London) supported the amendment. He said he must 
confers that, as Mr. Munton had suggested, matters had come to a dead 
stop, and the wheels were still clogged. It must be remembered that in 
discussing this matter the committee was associated with the Bar 
Committee—a very desirable thing—and he apprehended that any report 
that would be made by the committee about to be appointed would have 
to be dealt with in the same manner. But, speaking for himself, he was 
very glad to welcome an accession of strength to the committee of 
gentlemen outside the council, who perhaps were more intimate with the 
present working of the courts than any of the members of the council 
could be, and he hoped the amendment would receive the support of the 


Mr. 7 ustom said he cordially accepted the amendment, and would be 
glad to see it carried. He thought that the business connected with the 


—<$<$_$<$—= 

The amendment was agreed to, and was then adopted as a substantiy, 
motion. 

Mr. Munton moved the appointment of a committee as follows: 
President, Vice-President, Mr. Henry Markby, Mr. R. Pennington, My, 
W. M. Walters, Mr. William Godden, Mr. H. J. Francis, Sir Frag, 
Martineau, Mr. W. H. Gray, Mr. Percy Hollams, Mr. E. Kimber, My. 
R. 8. Mason, Mr. F. K. Munton, Mr. H. B. J. Parker, Mr. T. 
Mr. W. A. Sharpe, Mr. William Winter. 

Mr. Kiser seconded the motion, remarking, with reference to the 
a of an extra judge, that he had made some inquiries upon the 
subject, and the only reason, as far as he could ascertain, why the 
Attorney-General had not brought the motion forward was that Lorj 
Randolph Churchill had given notice that he would oppose it. 

The motion was carried. 


ConsuLar Courts. 

Mr. Kruner moved, in accordance with notice :—‘' That the administra. 
tion of justice in consular courts is defective, and that some proper pro- 
vision ought to be made for insuring the due discharge of judicial func. 
tions in those courts by competent persons.” He reminded the meeting 
that he had given notice of a similar resolution for consideration at the 
July meeting, but he had withdrawn it at the suggestion of the then 
president, Mr. Lake. On the 22nd of August this very question had come 
up in the House of Commons and several members of Parliament had then 
objected to the Government appointing a gentleman to a judicial office at 
Bangkok, in Siam. Great complaints had come from Siam with regard to 
the appointment, and memorials and petitions had been sent over. There 
had been promises that these grievances should be redressed, but, unfor. 
tunately, nothing had been done. The gentlemen holding many of the 
consular offices were not lawyers. Naval officers and others were appointed, 
and, as a result, one of these gentlemen assumed the plenary powers of the 
High Court of Justice, and had ordered the usher to turn Mr. Michell, a 
barrister, out of court. There were only one or two solicitors at present 
practising at Bangkok, with other members of the profession and 
barristers from Singapore, Madras, and Bombay, but the place was 
enormously increasing in importance and ip the number of its inhabit- 
ants. Justice could not be administered by gentlemen who did not know 
the law. He thought the time had come when still stronger representa- 
tions than heretofore should be made to the Government. 


Mr. Watrer seconded the motion. He thought there was a question 
of principle underlying the whole matter. Why should the Foreign 
Office usurp entirely the nomination to such officer, to the exclusion of 
specially qualified men who were trained here with a particular view to 
the administration of the law? Ho» thought solicitors, who knew, or were 
supposed to know, the law, ought to be heard. 


Mr. Morreut (Oxford) said he happened to have the pleasure of Mr. 
Michell’s acquaintance. Mr. Michell had written to him to say his was 
a very hard case, and that in many instances persons were appointed 
consuls who had no knowledge of the law. 

Mr. H. Roscoz (London) said that if the society were to attempt to 
redress grievances all over the world they would have a great deal more 
on their hands than they could effectually deal with. They had enough to 
do to look after the interests of the profession at home, and he depre- 
cated there abstract resolutions. 

Mr. J. Appison (London) entirely agreed with Mr. Roscoe. He really 
did not see how the society could possibly 7 such a resolution as this. 
They were actually asked to say that the administration of justice in con- 
sular courts was very defective. They could not do that—they had no 
evidence beyond the statement of Mr. Kimber with regard to one particu- 
lar matter. How could the society appoint any committee to investigate 
and report upon what took place in a consular court? They might just 
as well appoint a committee to consider the admiuistration of justice at 
any patt ef the world, and if they pnased such a resolution they would 
only bring contempt upon themselves. They must leave it to the persons 
affected to make representations to the Government in their own way, but 
if the meeting attempted to pass abstract resolutions of this kind without 
avy information except with regard to one particular instance they would 
be stultifying themselves. 

Mr. A. H. Hastie (London) asserted that it was au improper thing to 
appoint persons to these offices who knew nothing of the law. At any 
rate, the second part of the resolution—‘‘ that some proper provision 
ought to be made for insuring the due discharge of judicial functions in 
consular courts by competent persons’’—was worthy of support. If it 
was not to the interest of solicitors and of the bar to take care that trained 
lawyers should be appointed to those tribunals before which they had to 
practise, to whose interest was it? 

Mr. 8. Devonsuiue (London) had never understood that it was the busi- 
ness of the society to see that justice was administered all over the world, 
and he entirely disagreed with the remarks of Mr. tie. The resolution 
was entirely of an abstract nature, and the society would be entirely 
departing from its province if it were to make an avstract complaint of 
some fault of justice, 

Mr. Kimuer, in reply, said he had been astonished to hear Mr. Addison’s 
remarks. The matter bad been discussed in the House of Commons, and 
it was held to be one affecting the welfare at any rate of her Majeaty’s 
subjects at Bangkok. Would not the House of Commons like to know 
the opinion of the society, and would they ignore that opinion? There 
were many cases similar to that of Mr. Michell, but the persons affected 
oe not the influence Mr, Michell possessed, and so nothing was heard of 
them. 

The resolution was negatived, sixteen votes being given in its favour and 





winding up of joint-stock companies should be separately dealt with. 
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Jornt-Stock Oompanrgs—WAtIvER CLAUSE—PRorTEcTION AGAINST F'raup. 
Mr. Kiser, on account of the lateness of the hour, withdrew the 
following resolutions, of which he had given notice, on the understan 
that they should be placed early on the paper of business at the next 
meeting :—‘‘ That the general use of what is called the Waiver Clause in 
pectuses of joint-stock companies, under the advice of the best men 
Pe hoth branches of the profession, oe the declaration of 
Lord Justice Lindley that it is of doubtful validity, shews that the 
Legislature has overstepped the requirements of commerce and the 
common sense of mankind.’’ ‘That for the purpose of checking fraud 
any future legislation on the subject of joint-stock aa ought to 
upon the lines of compelling the registration of all prospectuses, 
reports, balance- sheets, and notices, and requiring greater freedom in dis- 
closure of accounts rather than of making that criminal by statute which 
is not criminal, or of changing the law in a wholesale and drastic way 
which may only have the effect of driving business from the country.” 
A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. Munron, and briefly 
acknowledged by the Ouarrman, terminated the proceedings. 





HULL INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of this society was held at the Royal Station Hotel, 
Hull, on Mondayevening. Mr. J. T. Woopxovsz, president of the society, 
occupied the chair, and was supported by Mr. Grinham Keen, of London 
(president of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom), Dr. 
Sherburn, J.P. (Mayor of Hull), his Honour Judge Bedwell, Mr. F. B. 
Grotrian, M.P., and Mr. H. Simpson (president, Chamber of Commerce). 
There were also present Messrs. J. J. Thorney (borough coroner), Henry 
Birks (county coroner), R. Hill Dawe (town clerk), T. F. Farrell, B A. 
(registrar), A. M. Jackson (vice-president), H. O. Lambert (hon. secretary), 
T, Priestmav, R. Middlemiss, E. Laverack, W. Hodgson, T. Holden, J. 
Allen Jackson, J. Travis Cook, F. A. Scott, T. Pearce, E. J. Wilson, H. 
Woodhouse, J. H. Green, Locking, Holdich, J. Dixon, A. L. Salmon, 
Park, Beaumont, H. Taylor, T. C Jackson, Maxwell Jackson, Colbeck, 
Morgan, and others. Letters of apology for non-attendance were read 
from the recorder (Mr. J. Forbes, Q.C.), the stipendiary magistrate (Mr. 
E. 0. Twies), Mr. C. H. Wilson, M.P., and the sheriff. 

After the usual loyal toasts had been duly honoured, Mr. A. M. Jackson 
(vice-president) proposed ‘‘ the Bench and the Bar,’’ to which his Honour 
Judge Bepwe 1 responded in a lengthy and humorous speech. 
oe proposed ‘‘ the Incorporated Law Society of the United 

om.”” 

Mr. GainuaM Keen, who received a most enthusiastic reception, after 
thanking all present on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society and 
himself for their great kindness and the warmth of the reception, which 
he should never forget, in the course of his remarks spoke of the steps 
which the council had for some time t been taking in order that 
representatives of the society might be consulted on the drafts of proposed 
new rules before they were issued. Some of the authorities had 
with this, but it had been pointed out by the Lord Chancellor that the 
Legislature had intrusted to the judges the power of making such rules, 
and that they could not delegate such power to any other body. To 
obviate the inconvenience which had sometimes arisen from new rules 
being made und having to be altered afterwards, the council had, in 
conjunction with the Bar Committee, prepared a Bill which they hoped to 

troduce this session, and which would be supported by several members 
of Parliament of influence. It would enact that proposed new rules 
should be published a given time before they are made, and this would 
afford opportunity for suggestions being offered. The Bill would include 
rules not only of the High Court, but of the county courts. No one could 
doubt that the county courts were destined to play a great partin the 
administration of justice in this country in the future, and no one would 
deny that the present rules were quite inadequate to meet the require- 
ments of many important cases heard in those courts. It had been stated 
that the Land Transfer Bill would be introduced this session. He trusted 
that the profession would stand to its guns in opposing compulsory clauses, 
the objection to which, thanks to the SPPy unanimity of the law societies 
throughout the country, he was glad to feel had been brought home to 
every parish. (Applause.) 

Mr. Henry Birks proposed ‘‘the Mayor, Sheriff, and Corporation,” 
——y re oy | the eminent services rendered by the president as 

airman of the Parliamentary Committee of the Corporation, The 
Mayor responded. 

Mr. Grivuam Kern then proposed the ‘Hull Incorporated Law 
Society,”” and referred to the valuable suggestions contributed by the 
society to the council on the subject of county courts, and to the practical 
work which it was accomplishing, and a the society on the 
fact that its president, Mr. Alderman J. T. Woodhouse, his colleague, was 
rendering valuable service to the council. (Applause.) 

Mr. Woopxovss, in responding, expressed his great gratification at the 
yomence of Mr. Keen, and thanked himin the name of provincial solicitors 
or the efforts he was making on their behalf in particular, and on behalf 
of the profession in general. No less were their thanks due to the late 
president, Mr. Lake—(applause)—who, he could —— had been 
most indefatigable, especially with respect to the subject of the 
Land Transfer Bill, and most successful in the work he undertook 
on behalf of the , seacooeion during his year of office. (Loud ap- 
plause.) He trusted if, as was rumoured, the Land Transfer Bill 
should be again introduced, it would meet with a similar fate, and that the 
profession and the public would combine to assist Mr. Mr. Keen, 
and the council in again defeating the measure. Mr. W: ouse then 
dealt with the many practical reforms accomplished by the chief soviety, 
and sketched suggestions for remedying the great delays and expense 





attending the present system of cro the lists in the High Oourt, and 
to a less extent in county courts, with cases which there was no chance of 
trying for days after they first appeared in the lists. 

Mr. R. Hit Dawe proposed ‘‘ the Borough Members,” which was duly 
acknowledged. After several glees and songs, in which the members took 
part, an enjoyable evening was brought to a close at a late hour. 





WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Pierpont-street, Worcester, on the 29th ult. Mr. A. W. Knott, President, 
in the chair. 

The report of the committee and treasurer’s accounts for the past year 
were received and adopted. 

Mr. Ambrose William Knott was unanimously re-elected president, Mr. R. 
Canning Hill vice-president, Mr. E. Amphlett Davis hon. treasurer, and Mr. 
F. Ronald Jeffery hon. secretary for the ensuing year. The followi 
gentlemen, viz., Messrs. T. Southall, T. G. Hyde, F. Corbett, J. 8 
Jun., and J. H. Yonge, were elected members of the committee in addition 
to the officers of the society. 

The proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the chairman. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members is 54 as against 53 last year. 

Land Transfer.—A Bill on this subject was again introduced in the past 
session by the Lord Chancellor, and was to a certain extent an improvement 
on its predecessors. It is needless to say it has had the very careful 
consideration of your committee. Your committee adhered to the resolutions 
on the Land Transfer Bill, 1888, passed at the conference of Law Societies 
of England and Wales on the 14th day of March, 1888 (a copy of which 
will be found in last year’s report), so far as such resolutions had not been 
met by the provisions of the bill. Notwithstanding that the duty of regis- 
tration was cast by the Bill on the grantee instead of the grantor, your com- 
mittee considered that the principle of compulsion was objectionable and 
unnecessary, and should be aneeal by the profession. Steps were taken to 
bring the views of the committee before the members of the Select Committee 
of the House of Lords, to whom the Bill had been referred. Subsequently 
the signatures of the solicitors practising in the City and County of Worcester 
were obtained to a form of letter objecting to the a clauses of the 
Bill, and to the proposed admission in to land transfer business of 
official and unqualified persons in competition with solicitors, and copies of 
such letters and of the signatures thereto were sent to the Members of Par- 
liament for the various electoral districts in the City and County of Worcester, 
and to the Members of the House of Lords resident in the County of 
Worcester. Where possible deputations were also arranged to wait u 
the Members of Parliament, and generally with satisfactory results. e 
committee also forwarded forms of resolution against the compulsory clauses 
of the Bill and forms of petition in accordance therewith to solicitors in the 
City and County oy pe. building societies, for the purpose of havi 
the subject brought before such societies, and resolutions passed thereon 
Sarmunied to their representatives in Parliament. The results of the action 
taken by the committee were eminently satisfactory, resolutions and petitions 
having been passed and ordered in almost all cases. The Bill was ultimately 
withdrawn in the House of Lords, but the committee have reason to believe 
that it will be pressed forward early in the forthcoming session of Parliament. 

Trust Investment Act, 1889.—This Act is a most useful addition to the 
powers of trustees, and considerably extends the range of securities upon 
which they may invest. The powers of investment under the Act can be 
exercised in all cases where not expressly forbidden by the terms of the 
instrument creating the trust, and are in addition to the powers of investment 
contained in such instrument, and apply to trusts created before as well as 
after the passing of the Act. In connection with the subject of trust invest- 
ments, the committee recommend the members to caref consider the case 
of Clarke v. Trelawney (60 L. T. Rep. 620), decided by Mr. Justice Kay, in 
February last, in m, wn be a case of unauthorised investment, which once 
more illustrates the ips which so-called equitable doctrines inflict upon 
trustees. 

Stamps on memorandums of equitable charge by way of deposit—Your com- 
mittee had under their consideration the question whether mere memor- 
andums of deposit without any agreement for payment of the mone 
secured similar to that referred to in the case of Meek v. Baylis (33 L. J. Ch. 
448), wereliableto stamp duty under the Stamp Act, 1870, or under the Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1888. The Inland Revenue Authorities claimed that 
they were so liable both under the old and new law. The In 
Law Society, U.K., were communicated with on the subject, and they laid 
the matter before Mr. Cozens Hardy, Q.C., who was of opinion that the duty 
imposed by Section 15 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888, was 

ble upon a memorandum of the kind above mentioned. 

‘orcester City Court of Pleas.—In the early part of the year the question 
was mooted as to the desirability of nae earring Jaen court, either under the 
present Rules of Procedure under the Common Law Procedure Acts or under 
the Rules of Procedure of the High Court of Justice, which by Order in 
Council might be made applicable thereto. The town clerk of Worcester 
prepared a very able report on the jurisdiction and procedure of the court, 
copies of which have been circulated amongst the members. The committee 
do not think that the use of the court is likely to be adopicd A ony ublic. 

Official Receivership for the Worcester Bankruptcy District.—The President, 
at the request of the committee in December last, accompanied tation 
from the Town Council of Worcester and the Chamber of Commerce to 
London, and attended on the occasion. of .an interview with Sir Michael 
Hicks Beach, the President of the Board of Trade, with reference to the 
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appointment of an Official Receiver in Bankruptcy in the place of the late 
Official Receiver for the Worcester district. Certain representations 
upon the subject were then made which the president of the 
Board promised should have attention. Your committee observe that, 
instead of the vacancy being filled up by the appointment of an official 
receiver, the Worcester district has been placed under the supervision of an 
official receiver of the Birmingham district, and an assistant official receiver 
has been appointed for Worcester. 


HALIFAX INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of the Halifax Incorporated Law Society, Limited, 
was held on the 31st ult, In the absence of the president (Mr. F, Walker), 
Mr. T. land, vice-president, occupied the chair, 

The CHarrMan said he thought they might congratulate themselves upon 
the substantial progress made by the society during the year. This was no 
doubt due in a great measure to the valuable work done by their excellent 
president, committee, and secretaries, 

Mr. Boorn moved the adoption of the report and balance-sheet, and Mr, 
Baiwey seconded the proposition, which was carried. 

The Cuarrman moved, and Mr. Srorery seconded, the election of Mr. 
William Barstow as president, 

The resolution was adopted with unanimity. 

Major Barstow returned thanks, and said it was not only a surprise but a 

leasure and honour to have been unanimously elected to that position, and 
he could not do otherwise than accept it. In Mr. Walker, their late presi- 
dent, they had a gentleman who had the respect and esteem of the whole 
profession, and if he could follow in his footsteps, though at some distance, 
in the discharge of the duties of the office, he hoped they would be satisfied. 
Referring to the flourishing condition of the society, Major Barstow said the 
society had been a great boon to the profession in every way. They hada 
capital library, second to none in the West Riding, for a town of its size, 
and the society had undoubtedly done much to promote good feeling and 
harmony in the profession. 

Mr. Jongs proposed the re-election of Messrs, E. M. Wavell, J.P., J. R. 
Ingram, W. Barstow, J.P., F. Walker, W. Storey, J. E. Hill, and G. Rhodes 
as governors, Mr. Boors seconded the motion, and it was carried. 

Mr, Hunrtriss proposed the re-election of Mr. T. England and Mr, K, 
Walton as vice-presidents, and alluded to the eminent qualifications of both 
gentlemen for the office. Mr. R. M. Kerr seconded the proposition, which 
was adopted. 

On the motion of Mr. Hirst, seconded by Mr, Storry, Mr. E. Booth was 
appointed treasurer. 

Mr. Hirst said he felt obliged, owing to the pressure of business and other 
engagements, to retire from the office of secretary, and he proposed that Mr. 
A. T. Longbottom and Mr. G. M. Riley be the joint secretaries for the ensuing 
year. 

‘ Mr, Hunrriss, who seconded Mr. Hirst’s proposition, and also the Chairman 
and Mr. Storey, expressed regret that Mr. Hirst felt compelled to retire, and 
spoke of the admirable way in which he had performed the duties, 

The committee and auditors were then appointed, and after a vote of thanks 
had been accorded to the retiring officers, the meeting ended. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 
Members.—The following table shews the progress of the society in this 
respect since its formation. 


| 1886 | 1887 1888 | 1889 





| Membes ...| 31 





44 | 46 | 58 


| 


Of the large number of practising solicitors in Halifax, nine only are not 
connected with the society. 

The Land Transfer Bill.—Perhaps the most momentous matter the 
committee has had to consider during the year is the Land Transfer Bill, 
introduced into the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor. The Bill, 
although framed on the lines of the Bills of 1887 and 1888, had been greatly 
modified by the Committee of the House of Lords, to which it had been 
referred (as mentioned in last year’s report), and in some respects improved. 
Two, however, of its most objectionable features remained. That is to say, 
registration of title was to be compulsory, and it was proposed to supersede 
solicitors in favour of Government officials, in the transaction of a large por- 
tion of conveyancing business. Your committee, therefore (in conjunetion, 
it is believed, with every other law society in the country), took energetic 
steps to defeat these objectionable proposals. A deputation waited upon Messrs. 
Shaw, Wayman, & Crossley, three of the four local members of Parliament, 
and, without asking them to oppose the Bill as a whole, urged them to vote 
against the clauses in question. To the influence which was exercised 
through the medium of the various law societies, must be attributed the 
ultimate withdrawal of the Bill for the time being. 

The County Court Judgeship.—The death of His Honour Judge McIntyre, 
Q.C.—one of the ablest county court judges who has ever occupied the 
position in this or any other district—in the month of September last, came 
as a great blow, not only to the profession, but also to the public in the 
district. He was admittedly in the front rank as a lawyer, was of a most 
kindly and courteous disposition, and although he had presided in the court 
for the short space of nine months, he had endeared himself to all who came 
in contact with him. The committee sent a wreath on the occasion of his 
funeral, as a mark of the | and esteem of the members, and the society was 
represented at the ceremony by Mr. W. Storey. The Lord Chancellor chose 

. J. Heaton Cadman, of the North-Eastern Circuit, as the successor of 





the late judge, and the committee feel that a wise selection has been made 
and one which is acceptable to advocates and suitors alike. : 

Accountants acting as soliciiors.—The committee have frequently entered 
their protest against the manner in which accountants and debt collectors 
conduct their business in the county court, and during the past year hayg 
had to deal with a flagrant case of attempting to act as a solicitor. Mr. John 
Ainley, a debt collector, had sent out a bill of costs claiming remuneration for 
‘making out particulars” for a summons and “attending court.” Not 
being paid, Mr. Ainley sued for his account, and the late Judge McIntyre, 
in giving judgment in the case, expressed the opinion that Mr. Ainle 
had apparently been guilty of acting as a solicitor, in contravention of the 
Solicitors’ Acts. An application under section 35 of the Solicitors’ Act of 
1843, was subsequently made at the instance of the committee, with the 
object of having the proceedings complained of declared a contempt of court, 
At the hearing, Mr. Ainley denied that he had in fact issued the summons, and 
the application was consequently adjourned for further evidence. The purpose 
of the committee had, however, been sufficiently served,as Judge Cadman held 
that such proceedings on the part of enauiiiel: persons would amount to con- 
tempt of court, and be punishable by fine, and his honour reprimanded Mr, 
Ainley, and cautioned him as to his future conduct. The committee con- 
sider that the action taken by them in this matter will have a beneficial 
effect, and will serve as a warning to debt collectors against encroaching on 
the rights of the profession. 

Minimum scale of conveyancing charges.—The committee in promulgating 
a minimum scale of charges in conveyancing matters, were actuated by a 
desire often expressed, to have some some system adopted whereby the 
ruinous cutting down of charges might be checked. It is obvious, that in 
the existing overcrowded state of the profession, any attempt in this direction 
must be attended with extreme difficulty. A minimum scale is admittedly 
not free from objection, but it appeared to the committee to be the most 
feasible means of dealing with the evil, and they are of opinion that the 
advantages likely to accrue from the adoption of such a scale will certainly 
outweigh the disadvantages. A scale of charges was accordingly prepared, 
and a copy sent to each member of the profession in the parish of Halifax. 
A meeting of the profession was subsequently held at which the scale and a 
form of undertaking to observe the same were unimously approved. A 
large majority of the solicitors practising in Halifax have now signed the 
uudertaking, and it is hoped that every member of the profession will have 
entered into it, before the annual meeting, when the matter will be 
brought up for for final discussion, with a view to the scale being declared 
to be in force. 





INCORPORATED LEEDS LAW SOCIETY, 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members of the society is 117, and the 
number of subscribers to the library is seven. 

Land Transfir Bill.—At the close of the Parliamentary Session of 1888 
this Bill was in the hands of a Select Committee of the House of Lords, who 
had settled it as far as clause 54. The Bill so settled was re-introduced in 
the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor early in the session, and 
immediately referred to the Select Committee of the preceding year. The 
Bill of 1889 was not found to differ greatly from its predecessor, although 
some alterations and improvements had been made on the recommendation 
of the Select Committee. The principle of making land registration com- 
pulsory was still preserved, although the mode in which compulsion was to 
be enforced was altered. Your committee considered it useless at this stage to 
reiterate the strong objections which had been already urged against the 
compulsory principle, and its attention was accordingly directed (in con- 
junction with other members of the associated provincial societies and of the 
council of the Incorporated Law Society) to modifying and amending the 
clauses which were considered to be next in order of importance, especially 
those dealing with branch land transfer offices [clauses 82 (2) and 102 (1b) ]; 
with conveyancing costs [clause 102 (1)]; and with the qualification of 
officers of the Land Transfer Board [clause 83 ({1) and (2) ]. 
This matter was taken in hand by the associated provincial law 
societies, who, on the 2lst March, appointed a special committee 
to deal with it. This committee met shortly afterwards and had 
interviews with several leading members of the Select Committee 
of the House of Lords and urged their objections before them. The Bill (as 
amended by the Select Committee) was printed in May, when it was found 
that some of the objections urged against the clauses above-mentioned had 
been removed. Meanwhile a report on the Land Transfer Bill had been laid 
before an extraordinary general meeting of this Society held on the 12th 
April. As the Government were understood to adhere firmly to the com- 
pulsory clauses, it was thought desirable to bring the matter urgently and 
pointedly to the notice of the Conservative members fur the berough, and 
arrangements were accordingly made for a conference at which it was 
hoped every member of the Society would have been present, and 
when the views of tke solicitors of the town would have been made 
knowa to their members. Letters to this effect were addressed to 
Mr. Jackson and Mr. Balfour, and signed by every solicitor in the 
northern and central divisions with two or three unavoidable exceptions. The 
proposed conference became unnecessary, for the motion for the third reading 
was carried in the House of Lords by a majority of nine votes only on the 
25th of June, and the Bill was shortly afterwards (on the 5th July) with- 
drawn. It must not be too hastily assumed that we have heard the last of 
compulsory registration of land. The subject is considered an attractive one 
by party managers on both sides, and may very on a place in the 
programme of some future session. It may, therefore, as well to point 
out that the objection of solicitors is not, and never has been, an objection to 
the scheme of registering titles, but to the proposal to force this scheme upon 
the public by prohibiting any othey mode of transfer. In a fair competition 
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between Government conveyancing and conveyancing by private solicitors 
we believe that the latter will win—in other words, that they will be found 
to do the work more cheaply, my col and satisfactorily than can be done by 
any Governmental Registration Department. 

Solicitors’ Annual Certificate Duty.—At the annual meeting of the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, held on the 21st March, the following 
resolution was moved by your honorary secre on behalf of your society : 
—‘‘ That the proposed repeal of the Solicitors’ Annual Certificate Duty is 
inexpedient.” The resolution was carried, at a largely attended meeting, 
with one dissentient. At the special general meeting of the Incorporated 
Law Society, held on the 12th of April, 1889, Mr. H. M. Low moved 
“That a petition for a repeal of the certificate duty be at once pre- 
pared, and that every solicitor be afforded an opportunity of signing it, 
with a view to its subsequent presentation to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer by a deputation from this society.’ This resolution 
having been carried by forty-seven votes to forty, the president stated 
that he would do nothing to facilitate it. An ill-advised attempt 
was subsequently made at the annual general meeting by Mr. Hastie, to pass 
a vote of censure on the president for his action in the matter. The strongly 
expressed and almost unanimous vote by which this proposal was rejected 
showed how greatly the weight of professional opinion is in favour of con- 
tinuing the duty. Your committee believe that whilst it is little felt by 
those who are even in moderate practice, the fact that solicitors are taxed by 
the State as a condition of practising is a fact of great weight and import- 
ance when proposals are made to the prejudice of their interests. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Jan. 27.—The usual weekly meeting was held at the Inner Temple 
Lecture Hall. Mr. OC. W. Williams moved: ‘‘That this House approves 
of leasehold enfranchisement.”” Mr. A. M. Lazarus opposed. Messrs. 
F. B., Moyle, J. L. V. S. Williams, M. S. Nathan, F. M. Voules, O. H. 
Le Maistre, H. W. Marcus, W. J. Bull, W. S. Sherrington, Stebbing 
Russell, and H. E. Miller also spoke. The opener replied and the House 
divided, when, the voting being equal, the chairman gave his casting vote 
for the motion. 

‘eb. 3.—The usual weekly meeting was held at the Inner Temple 
Lecture Hall, Mr. Common in the chair. This being the first meeting in 
the month the evening was devoted to business. The amount of business 
caused a late sitting, the House not adjourning till 11.15 p.m. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
EXAMINATIONS IN THE YEAR 1889. 
Special prizes open to all candidates. 


Scorr ScHo.arsuiP. 

Ernest Ivens Watson, being, in the opinion of the council, the candidate 
best acquainted with the theory, principles, and practice of law, they have 
awarded to him the scholarship founded by the late Mr. John Scott, of 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Mr. Watson served his clerkship with Mr. James Heygate, of Welling- 
borough, and Messrs. Nicholson, Graham, & Graham, of London, and 
obtained the Clement’s-inn and Daniel Reardon prizes at the honcurs 
examination held in November, 1889. 


: ; Broperir Prize. 

Richard William Andrews, having shown himself best acquainted with 
the law of real property and the practice of conveyancing, having other- 
wise passed a satisfactory examination and attained honorary distinction, 
the council have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, 
founded by the late Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Andrews served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Potter, of the firm of 
Messrs. Potter & Crundwell, of Farnham, and Messrs. Johnson, Weather- 
all, & Sturt, of London, and obtained the Clifford’s-inn prize at the 
honours examination held in April, 1889. 


LOCAL PRIZES. 
Timpron Martin Paize ror Canpipates FRoM LiveRPooL. 

Edward Victor Crooks having, from among the candidates from Liver- 
pool, passed the best examination, and attained honorary distinction, the 
council have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, 
founded by the late Mr. Timpron Martin, of Liverpool. 

Mr. Orooks served his clerkship with Mr. James William Alsop, of the 
firm of Messrs. Harvey, Alsop, Stevens, & Harvey, of Liverpool, and was 
placed in the second class at the honours examination held in April, 1889. 


Atkinson Prize ror CanpipaTes rrom Liverpoon or Preston. 

Walter BreakeJl having, from among the candidates from Liverpool or 
Preston, shewn himself best acquainted with the law of real property and 
the practice of conveyancing, having otherwise a satisfactory 
examination, and attained honorary distinction, the council have awarded 
to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. John Atkin- 
son, of Liverpool. 

Mr. Breakell served his clerkship with Mr. James Olarke, of Preston, 
and was placed in the second class at the honours examination held in 
January, 1889. 

Biruincuam Law Socrery’s Prize ror OanprpaTss rrom BIRMINGHAM, 
Py examiners reported that there was no one qualified to take this 





Srzrxen Hexxis Prize yor Oanprparss From Mancuxsrer on Sarrorp. 

Arthur Heywood having, from among the candidates from 
Manchester or Salford the best examination, and attained honorary 
a oe fed in vancvmeny th Iato Me’ Stephen Heelis, of aie. 
m oun e \ . 

Mr. Charlesworth served his arene hwo Mr. John William Addles- 
haw, of the firm of Messrs. Addleshaw & Warburton, of Manchester, and 
obtained a prize given by the Incorporated Law Society at the honours 
examination held in April, 1889. 

INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
— at the Intermediate Examination held on the 16th of January, 
Alderson, Charles 
Allen, John Lester 
Aspden, Albert Grice 


Johnson, Arthur Palmer, B A. 
Johnson, Charles Villiers 
Jones, James Edmund Woodstock, 


Barker, Alfred Albert B.A. 

Barklie, Alfred Percy mad’ Stanley Hill 
Barlow, John Bennet Kidd, Andrew Edwin 
Bate, John Kirk, William 

Bell, Henry Herbert Latimer, John Fenwick 


Booth, Thomas Dixon Lawson, Andrew Miller 
a: Edward Hugh Falkwine, Laycock, Thomas 


A. Lea, > Samuel 
Brandreth, Colvin, B.A. Lewis, Walter Reginald, B.A. 
Branford, Alfred Marchant, Thomas 
Bransbury John, B.A. Mason, James 
Bray, Mawdesley, Thomas Smith, LL.B. 


Michelmore, Philip, B.A. 
Minshall, William Kenrick 
Morley, Guy Estelle 
Mounsey, Kenneth William 
Nelson, Oyril 


Brigstocke, Augustus, B.A. 
Britcliffe, Albert Edward 
Browne, Lawrence William 
Browning, Edward Eustace 
Browning, Lionel Harold, B A. 


Bullock, erick Acton Parkinson, Joseph 
Butt, Charles Francis Pickering, William Emery 
Carnley, Charles Do Pidduck, Alfred Isaac 


Chamberlain, James Thomas Pierce-Lewis, John 


Chellew, Thomas John Pogson, Frank Lycett 
Cleaver, Robert Clifton Potts, Thomas Worthington 
Colyer, William Alexander Francis Price, Ernest Edward Joshua 


Coote, John Rabnett, Walter James 
Oreassy, Herbert Rayner, Malthus Bromley 
Crellin, Henry, B.A. Reed, Henry 


Croft, Thomas Lister Rees, Edward Wallace, B.A. 
Davie, Edward Ferguson Rome, Francis James 

Dickinson, John Herbert Rotton, John Richard Charles 
Donisthorpe, Edmund Russell, B.A.Rowe, Frederick Adolphus George 


Eddison, John Arthur, B.A. Russel, Frederick 


Edwards, Richard Glyn Scott, Geo’ 
Egginton, Denys Skinner, Ro William 
Evers, Fravk Percival Smith, George Garner 


Smirk, Thomas Hedley 

Stroud, Lewis, B.A. 

Taylor, Glenmore Evans 

Taylor, James Hubert 
Thistlethwaite, John Barlow, B.A. 
Thomas, John Daniel 

Thomas, Joseph Vivian 

Tarner, Frederick 

Twemlow, Edward George 

Van der Gucht, Harold 

Walford, Thomas He 

Walker, Frederick William, B.A. 
Walthall, Thomas William 
Walton, Herbert Henry Bishop, B.A. 


Eyre, John William 

Field, Henry John 

Fiint, Arthur Rest 

Foyster, William Herbert 
Francis, George Philip 
Faller, Alfred Bell 

George, David Thomas 
Gordon, William Henry, B.A. 
Gould, Frederick Hardy 
Grimwade, Charles Archer 
Groves, Sidney 

Gwyther, Leslie Howard 
Habershon, George Reuben 
Hall, Matthew Anderson 


Hamer, John Wardle, Arthur James 

Hart, William &cott Watson, George Peregrine Hugh 
Heeley, Tom Watson, John Howard 

Hind, Jesse William, B.A. Weld, Joseph Edward 

Hodge, Henry Wheatley, James Byers 
Hegliins, Henry Ruesell Willett, Herbert 


Williams, Ernest Reed 
Wright, Arthur Ernest 
Young, Arthur Webster 


Humble, George 
Jackson, James 
Jacobs, George Saunders 





Finat Examination. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 14th and 15th of January, 
1890 :— 


Allen, John 

Arnold, Arthur William 
Arnold, Frank Tertius 
Arnold, William 
Aardsley, George Henry 
Beech, Charles Henry 
Bell, Percy William 


Blyth, Robert William 

Broomhead, John Staveley, B.A. 
LL B. 

Brown, James Webster 

Bugg, Arthur Sadler 

Burne, Johp Ford 

Butcher, Arthur, B.A , LL B. 

Butcher, Eli Herbert 


Berry, Thomas 

Best, William Vaughan Butler, William Leonard 
Biddell, Percy, B.A. Cant, Howard 

Birks, William John Carpenter, Owen 
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Carter, John William Lees, Arthur John 
Carter, Walter Henry Bonham Lewis, William 
Chapman, Henry William Llewellyn, Herbert Lord 
Chater, Edward Wilson McQuade, Andrew 
Christopher, Freville Gurney Marriott, William 
Clarke, James Redfern Marsh, Frank 
Olarke, Robert Frederick Mathias, Faulknor Edward Lloyd 
Cocker, John Arthur Matthews, William Charles 
Coley, Herbert Oharles Mayfield, Oharles Glossop 
Compston, John Albert Mellersh, Percy Sisson Neale 
Cooper, Harry Thew Moore, Bendle Warburton 
Cooper, James Hawkes Moore, Maurice 
Copeland, William Burdon Mosley, Herbert Thomas 
Crawshay, Charles Herbert Newton, Thomas 
Cunningham, William Doveton Notcutt, Stephen Abbott, B.A. 
Dade, Harry Okell, John 
Danger, William Landale Orrey, Joseph Harrison 
Davies, Albert Orlando Peck, Edward Francis 
Dawes, Walter Wilcy Pengilly, Alexander 
Day, Sam Cheetham Phillips, Oharles Percy, B.A. 
Dexter, Albert Quilliam, Joseph 
Dickinson, Robert Rabbitt, Harry 
Dutton, Thomas Moore Rayner, Charles, Sidney 
, Thomas Howard Reed, Percy Dawson 

Evans, William, B.A. Reeves, Hugh William 
Fletcher, John Henry Ricketts, Edward 
Foster, John Henry Rigg, John, B.A. 
Folks-Jones, John Williams Ripley, William Ernest, B.A. 
Francis, Alfred Wiiliams Roberts, Harry 
Freeman, Alfred George Roger, Morrice Wilson, B.A. 
Fallalove, William Thomas Rowlands, William Oswald 
Gardiner, Frank Russell, William Herbert 
Godwin, Alfred Shoosmith, Thurston Laidlaw 
Goodman, Godfrey Davenport Silvester, Thomas Edward 
Gorringe, Oharles Henry Simpson, Christopher Noel 
Green, Thomas Henry Simpson, Joseph Thornton 
Grove, Henry Leslie Skilbeck. William Wray, B A. 
Harling, Allen Owen Smith, Harry Opie 
Harris, William Edwin Smith, John Thomas 
Hart, Dudley Frank Stead, Arthur James 
Hawley, George Stubbs, George John Rollings 
Haynes, Freeman Archibald Grant Swindells, Philip 
Heath, Christopher Reginald WalterTatham, George Sinclair 
Herring, Styleman Percy Bell LeTaylor, Ernest Ramsey 

Strange Thompson, Robert Vowles 
Houle, Evan Percy 


Thomson, Wiliiam Alexander 
Ison, Edwin Henry Cooke Tunnicliffe, Robert 

James, William Thomas Twiss, Horace William 

Jefferis, Walter Henry, B.A., LL.B.Waddy, William Arthur 
Johnson, Albert John William Walker, Joseph, B.A. 

Jones, Ernest Heys Watson, George 

Jones, Frederick Noah Welton, Robert 

Jones, Harold Christian Wheble, Sidney Joseph 

Jones, John Wynn Stanier White, Francis Henry 

Jones- Lloyd, Frederick Propert Wilmot, Thomas 

Keites, Harry Wilson, Richard 

Kempthorne, Frederick Howel Wood, Arthur Edward Broadbent 
Ladyman, Arthur William Wood, John 

Lawford, Herbert Bowring, B.A. Wright, Robert Arthur 





LAW STUDENTS OF THE PRESENT AND THE PAST, 


In the course of an address to the Liverpool Law Students’ Association 
on the 6th ult., Mr. F. J. Hawxms (President of the Liverpool Incor- 
porated Law Society) said: When I first entered a solicitor’s office the 
Common Law Procedure Act had not been passed. Plaintiffs and defend- 
ants were not competent witnesses. Common law proceedings were 
carried on with the use of words and in a manner unintelligible to the 
non-professional mind, Discovery of documents could not be had, and 

6 could not be delivered in acommon lawaction. The suitor 
who wished for either had to file a bill in chancery, and if he obtained 
what he required, conld then enforce his common law rights in a common 
law action. Bad as common law proceedings were, chancery pleadings 
were a vast deal worse. Verbosity and extravagance of statement and 
detail were indulged in to an extent to excite the amazement of the 

t reader. Instead of merely handing in to your opponent a 
statement of defence a you do now, the defence or answer as it wae called 
was sworn to, and carefally sealed up, and unless the plaintiff dispensed 
with the oath of a messenger, the answer hal to be lodged with the 

official in Chancery-lane, by a special messenger able to swear that 
as delivered it was in the same condition as when received from the defend- 
ant. The county court had only jurisdiction vp to £20. Unless recourse 
was had to the borough court no writ of summons could bo issued. except 
at Preston or London. Every step of the action, however trivial, had to 
be taken through an agent, and one heard of the result of an interlocu- 
tory application almost as the result of something left to chance, knowing 
Mittle or nothing of the why or wherefore of the decision. The Act for 
rendering a release as effectual as a lease and release between the same 
perties had only been passed a few years before. The Act to abolish fines 
and recoveries, the Dower Act, the Wills Act, and the Prescription Acts 
had not yet become venerable. Every abstract of title therefore described 
documents depending for their life and effect u the law as it existed 
before those useful Acts were passed. The conduct of an action or suit in 


—————@O3W 
these days had to be undertaken with a regard to form, which ofte, 
seemed almost to crush the true merits of the dispute out of sight. Lorg 
Coleridge has pointed out that the series of reports of Barnwall 
Adolphus and Barnwall and Cresswell, are almost entirely filled with 
questions of pleading and practice, questions which, had they bee, 
decided differently to what is reported, could have had no appreciable 
effect on the justice of the dispute between the parties, and yet decideq 
the action and the rights of the litigants. The late Lord Justice James 
complained that in those days there were three points in every case. The 
first, that of costs; the second, that of form; and lastly, but in the dim 
distance and only to be reached after the other two great and important 

ints had been disposed of, the question of merits. There were no 
ectures in the provinces, and no opportunities of student meeting student 
and exchanging views, or judging of his own progress by the progress of 
another, or a student measuring his intellectual strength by that of hig 
fellows. We had not the numerous and valuable introductory books that 
you have now. All this is now changed. You have in the district regis. 
tries a most excellent school for learning practice. It is impossible to rate 
too highly the value of this opportunity. You have in this respect a great 
advantage, over even the London student. Your applications are heard 
here with patience, and you have every opportunity of urging all that need 
be said in support of your views. References to the district registrars are 
conducted without terrible gaps between the appointments, and 
the entire business is carried on with a desire to do justice to 
suitors. In addition to this opportunity you have lectures on the 
different branches of the law, and you have your debates. . . . 
The necessity of acquiring facility of speech and the power of expressing 
your views in a clear and intelligible form becomes more pressing every 
day. The solicitor has audience in the county court. The jurisdiction 
conferred upon that court is simply marvellous in extent and variety. Iam 
not speaking alone of the ordinary cases between plaintiff and defendant, 
Those cases are almost endless in the variety of subject. But of late years 
Parliament has found a popular court at hand and has confided to it sub- 
ject-matter after subject-matter. This increase of jurisdiction is likely to 
continue, and the necessity of facility of speech on the part of the prac- 
titioner increases with it. There is in the county court, present and 
future, ample field to justify me in pressing this eubject upon your atten- 
tion again and again. . . Dealing with this question of the future I 
have to give you a word of warning, although I am afraid it may look as 
if I advocated selfishness. Butitis notso. There is no doubt our ranks 
are overcrowded and recruits come in not singly but in battalions. When 
I was examined there were 146 candidates, the then largest number I 
believe on record at one examination. Now-a-days that number is always 
exceeded and sometimes doubled. In 1860 the total number of candidates 
was 431, and the cry then was that our ranks were overcrowded, but in 
1889 the total number was 1,021. What is the justification of this great 
increase in our numbers? It is not in the population of the country. In 
the 28 years I refer to the candidates have increased upwards of 136 per 
cent. The population has not increased more than 40 percent. The 
great increase of the population is in the classes who work for daily wages, 
but who do not furnish us with clients. The justification is not to be 
found in any legislative alteration in business, bringiug us increased work, 
The tendency always is and always will be on the part of the Legislature to 
simplify details of the business of life, so as to render skilled assistanc: 
less and less necessary. I repeat our ranks are overcrowded, and tho 
overcrowding is increasing. his can only lead to the survival of the 
fittest. Those only therefore who earnestly endeavour to qualify then- 
selves for the particular business of life they have selected can succeed. 
The others must fall away. I have endeavoured to shew you that the 
position of our branch of the profession, in public estimation poor and in- 
different a hundred years ago, is now valuable and enviable. In the 
course of a few years that reputation must pass into your care. That 
reputation is a valuable heritage and worthy to be guarded and passed on 
without blemish to those who in turn will succeed you. The present 
— of practitioners have qualified themselves to maintain and 
crease that reputation by unceasing care and unwearied diligence. You, 
the — generation, will only be able to pass on that reputation ae you 
received it, by care as unceasing, and diligence asunwearied. I have also 
endeavoured to show you that facilities to qualify yourselves are abundant, 
and were nearly absolutely wanting in days not far distant. The law has 
ceased to be a thing of unmeaning forms, and no longer presents a forbid- 
ding aspect to new comers. There is no step to be taken and no act to be 
done that is not perfectly intelligible and founded on reason. The student 
of to-day has therefore more time at his command to study and master 
those principles which a great writer has described as based on eternal 
truth—those principles which make up the stately edifice of the Laws of 
England—the gathered wisdom of a thousand years Tho duty of main- 
taining our reputation, and the comparative ease with which the qualifica- 
tion of discharging that duty can be uired, sre sufficient reasons for 
urging upon your diligence and attention, but I have also endeavoured to 
shew you that the law of the survival of the fittest, or, in other words, the 
law of self-preservation, aleo urges in the same direction. In con- 
clusion, let me use the words of Lord Coke at the end of his commentary : 
—‘* And for a farewell to our pn: rudent I wish unto him the gladsome 
light of jurisprudence, the loveliness of temperance, the stability of 
fortitude and the solidity of justice.’’ 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 
Law Srupents’ Denatine Socrrty.—Jan. 28—Mr. Bunting in the chair. 
—The debate, ‘‘ That the case of Johnson v. Lindsay (23 Q. B. D. 508) was 
wrongly decided,” was opened by Mr. Foden-Pattinson, He was sup- 





ported by Messrs. Thirlby, Carvill, Bower, and Douglas, and opposed by 








On 
* sur 


Pe! 
dec 


1890, 
= 


hich of 
ght. = 
mwall 
filled win 
they been 
PPreciable 
et decideg 
hice James 
A8e. 

n the a 
important 
8 were no 
1g student 
rogress of 
nat of hig 
00ks that 
rict regis. 
dle to rate 
‘Cl & great 
are heard 
that need 
strars are 
nts, and 
ustice to 
3 on the 


k pressing 
ing eve 

risdiction 
y- Tam 
fendant, 
ate years 
0 it sub. 
likely to 


3 always 
ididates 
. but in 
is great 
ty. In 
136 per 
The 
wages, 
t to be 
d work, 
‘ture to 
istanc: 
nd tho 
of the 
then. 
icceed, 
nat the 
ind in- 
in the 
That 
sed on 
resent 
n and 
You, 
ue you 
re also 
idant, 
w has 
orbid- 
to be 
udent 
aster 
fernal 
ws of 
nain- 
ifica- 
s for 
ed to 
, the 
con- 
ary : 
ome 
y of 


air. 


"pe 





Feb, 8, 1890. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





[Vol. 34.] 239 














Messrs. Parker, Higgins, and McNab. Mr. Pattinson replied, and ona 
division the motion wae carried by a majority of three. 

Lrverpoot Law Srupents’ Assocration.—Feb. 3.—A debate took place 
on the following subject: ‘‘ one the order of Grantham, J., in the case 
of McDougall v. Knight to have been reversed on appeal by the Divisional 
Court?’”? Mr. ©. H. Sweny opened in the affirmative, which was 


‘ supported by Messrs. Todd, Quiggin, Inman, Byrne, and Tongue. Mr. 


R. J. Bradley opened in the negative, which was also supported by Messrs. 
Pemberton, Magee, Lloyd, Priest, and Lockwood The question was 
decided in the negative by a majority of three. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Sir Henry Manisty, a judge of the Queen’s Bench Division, died at his 
residence, 24a, Bryanston-square, on the 3lst ult., in his «ighty-second 
year. On the 24th ult. he was seized with paralysis while trying a case at 
Visi Prius, and, though he slightly rallied, he never recovered ~~ 
Mr. Justice Manisty was the second son of the Rev. James Manisty, Vicar 
of Edlingham, Northumberland. He was educated at Durham Grammar 
School. He was admitted a solicitor in 1830, and he was for some time a 
member of the firm of Mugginson, Pringle, & Manisty, of Bedford-row. 
After about twelve years’ practice as a solicitor, he entered at Gray’s-inn, 
where he was called to the bar in Easter Term, 1845. He joined the 
Northern Circuit, and soon succeeded in getting into business. In 1857 
he received a silk gown from Lord Cranworth, and, though he never 
occupied a very prominent position at Wisi Prius, he soon obtained a 
leading business, both on circuit and in London, in mercantile cases and 
in actions involving difficult questions of law. He had for many years the 
highest reputation as a writer of opinions. In 1876, on the present Lord 
Blackburn being made a Lord of Appeal in Ordinary, the vacant judgeship 
in the Queen’s Bench Division was conferred by Lord Cairns upon Mr. 
Manisty, who thereupon received the honour of knighthood. The selection 
was approved by the profession, though it was felt that it had been too 
long delayed. Mr. Justice Manisty had taken part in the decision of 
many important cases. As a member of a divisional court he decided Reg. 
v. Bishop of Oxford, Reg. v. Bishop of London, Belt v. Lawes, and O’ Brien v. 
Marquis of Salisbury. Mr. Justice Manisty was a bencher of Gray's-inn, of 
which society he was treasurer in 1861. He was married in 1831 to the 
daughter of Mr. Patrick Dickson, of Berwick-on-Tweed. He became a 
widower in 1836, and he was married in 1838 to the daughter of Mr. 
Robert Stevenson, of Berwick-on-Tweed. Mr. Justice Manisty was buried 
at Kensal Green Cemetery on the 4th inst. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Cuartes Joun Cooper, solicitor (of the firm of Cooper & Hazle- 
wood), of Wenlock and Bridgnorth, has been appointed Clerk to the 
Wenlock Burial Board. Mr. Cooper was admitted a solicitor in 1858. 
He is town clerk of Wenlock, and his partner, Mr. Edwin William 
Hazlewood, is clerk to the borough and county magistrates at Bridgnorth. 

Mr. Gaxsrret Linpo, solicitor, of 80, Coleman-street, has been elected 
Obairman of the Officers and Clerks Committee of the Court of Common 
Council. Mr. Lindo is a common councilman for Ooleman-street Ward. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1861. 

Mr. Wituram Atexanpsr, solicitor, of Dublin, has been appointed 
Solicitor to the Irish Lond Commission. Mr. Alexander was admitted a 
solicitor in Ireland in 1881. 


Mr. Witu1aM Barstow, tolicitor (of the firm of Barstow & Midgley), 
of Halifax, has been elected President of the Halifax Incorporated Law 
Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Barstow was admitted a solicitor in 
1854. He is coroner for the Honor of Pontefract, and a magistrate for 
the borough. 

Mr. Gsorcz OCuartzs Kent, solicitor, of Longton, has been elected 
Town Olerk of that borough, in succession to the late Mr. George Hulme 
Hawley. Mr. Kent is clerk to the Longton School Board. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Harry Wii11aM Ounrisrmas, solicitor, of 76, Cannon-street, has 
been elected Master of the Horners’ Company for the ensuing year. Mr. 
— is Consul-General for Servia. He was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Marruzw Lippte Harte, solicitor, of Southampton and Shirley, 
has been elected Town Clerk of the borough of Romsey, in succession to 
Mr. George Ferris Whidborne Mortimer, resigned. Mr. Harle is clerk to 
the Shirley Local Board. He was admitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Otament Kintocn Coox, barrister, who has been appointed Chief 
Justice of Samoa, is the only son of Mr. Robert Wall Cook, of Brighton, 
and was born in 1854. He was educated at St. John’s College, Cambridge. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November, 1883. He 
was private secretary to the Earl of Dunraven when Under-Secretary of 
State for the Colonies. 

Mr. Henry Harrop, solicitor, of 39, Princess-street, Manchester, has 
been appointed by the Lord Chancellor a Commissioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 


DrasoLution. 
Joun Srrvenson and Hawnry Lycert, solicitors (Stevenson, Lycett, & 
Oo.), Manchester, Jan, 24. [Gasette, Jan. 31, 








GENERAL. 


It is stated that the late Mr. Justice Manisty has left his clerk, Mr. M. W. 
Bundock, a legacy of £2,500, 

Sir Charles Russell, who has had the influenza, is stated to be making 
good recovery. 

It is stated that Lord Justice Bowen, acting upon the advice of his medical 
attendants, has left London for his country seat at Cuckfield, Sussex. 

New York celebrated on Tuesday the centenary of the establishment of the 
United States Su e Court. Many judges and prominent men from all 
parts of the couminy wane present, and there was a banquet in the evening. 


At the Conway Police Court on the 3rd inst. Mr. Peter John Webster, 
solicitor, Frondeg, Conway, was ——> upon the information of Mr. 
Richard Farmer, solicitor, Chester, with “‘that on the 14th May, 1889, in 
the parish of Conway, he did make and subscribe before Henry Lleyd Jones, 
a commissioner to inister oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature in 
England, a certain declaration in lieu of an directed and authorized to 
be made and subscribed under the authority and S| virtue of the powers 
given by the Act 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 62, upon the said Peter John Webster, 
then knowing the same to be untrue in a certain material particular.” Mr. 
E. H. Lloyd (instructed by Mr. Farmer), Chester, on behalf of the Incor- 

rated Law Society, prosecuted, and Mr. R. S. Chamberlain defended. Mr. 

. H. Lloyd, on of the prosecution, said by a recent Act of Parlia- 
ment, the Tovespeonted Law Society of the United Kingdom had power to 
decide whether or no a solicitor who had had granted to him a certificate 
enabling him to practise as such, and who had allowed that certificate to expire 
for over twelve months, should have such certificate granted. In the present 
case Mr. Webster held certificates as a solicitor from 1878 to 1884. On the 
15th of November, in that year, his certificate expired. After that date, 
he took no steps to renew his annual certificate until some time in 1889, when 
he sent in to the Incorporated Law Society a notice of an application for the 
renewal of his certificate. Upon receipt of such notice the Incorporated Law 
Society required Mr. Webster to send in a statutory declaration. The declara- 
tion was made by Mr. Webster on May 14 last, in the presence of Mr. Henry 
Lloyd Jones, a commissioner for administering oaths at r, whilst a 
similar declaration was also made on October 16, before Mr. James Porter, 
at Conway. In the declarations sworn to, Mr. Webster stated that after the 
expiration of his certificate in 1884, he had omitted to renew the same in 
consequence of the smallness of his practice; that he had not practised as a 
solicitor in his or anybody else’s name, neither had he incurred any penalties 
as such ; that since the expiration of the certificate he had lived as a private 

ntleman, devoting his time to public duties as a member of the Conway 

‘own Council, oat as an Gflicer in the Conway volunteer force. Upon 
receipt of such declarations, the Incorporated Law Society inquired as to the 
truth of the declarations made, and, to their astonishment, found that Mr. 
Webster, so far from not having acted as a solicitor, had, since the expiration 
of his certificate, practised on many occasions in County Courts at Conway 
and Llandudno, as well as in the Probate and Registry offices at Bangor. A 
long list of cases would be gone into to show that Mr. Webster had, 
during the whole of the five years, made a regular practice, 
whereas he had made a_ statuary declaration to the effect 
that he had not practised at all. When his attention was 
called by the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society to the 
latter fact, Mr. Webster wrote, stating that he might have had two or 
three cases for which he received no fees whatever, and expressing his 
willingness to make any atonement if he had done anything wrong. It 
rested with Mr. Webster to explain why he had practised without a certi- 
tificate, and if his explanation was not satisfactory, he (the learned counsel) 
asked the bench to commit him for trial to the assizes. After evidence had 
been given in proof of counsel’s statement, the accused said that he reserved 
his defence, and he was committed for trial. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
° No. 2. Kay. CuITry. 
sondey, Freb....000. » ee 10 Mr. = Mr. . Mr. Beal 
=o-4 = Lavie Leach bal 
| od Beal 
Lavie Leach 
Godfrey Pagh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ORTH. STIRLING. KEXKEWICa. 
Monday, Feb.............. 10 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes Mr. Farmer 
eprbibeenees esecenee 1 Wi Jackson Rolt 
Pemberton Clowes Farmer 
Jackson Rolt 
Pemberton Clowes Farmer 
Wi Jackson Rolt 











WARNING TO INTENDING House PurcHasEns & LESSEES.— Before purchasing 
ae house have the Sanitary arrangementsthoroughly examined byan 
from Genitery Segmeemag & Ven ion Cox, 85, late 115, Victoria-st , 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertate the Ventilation of Offices, &o. — ADVT.] 
If the house in which you live is to be sold over your head, why not 
urchase it! Don’t your taking the purchase money oat of 
hand yey tat Ba tee chante ot having it calted in 
at an incon t time. a hberal, and expeditious advance from 
Society, 4, Ludgate-hill, E.C. Forms 
ull particulars free by post,—/ Apvt.} 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 31, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
AND NEW ZEALAND MORTGAGE AGENCY Co, LiutTED—By an order made 
J, dated Jan 18, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
e company be continued Whitehead, Fleet st, solors for petner 
ODGSON’S MANURE AND O11 CAKE Co, Liarep— Creditors are required, on or 
nen Feb 28, to send their names and ad and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to ae English, 21, Groat market, —, upon Tyne 
CHMAN SEWING MACHINE 0, — for winding up 
resented Jan 29, pet oe to be heard before N orth, J, on Saturday, Feb 8 
‘oodcock & Oo, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Ortord & Son, Manchester, 
solors for petners 

eho ony, = CONSOLIDATED CoPpPrpER MINEs, LiurreD—Petn for winding up, pre- 

an 30, directed to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, Feb 8 
Vickery, ‘Oburch ct chmbrs, Old Jewry, solor for petners 

G@ Sip “SHERWOOD ” Co, LuwiTED—Creditors are required, on or 
Deters Fee Feb : 28, to oon their names and addresses, and the partic s of their 
ap or claims, to James Fisher and Joseph Sprott, 118, Leadenhall st Stib- 
bard & Co, Leadenhali st, solors for liquidators 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Nortn Lonpon Tramways Co—By an order made by North, J, dated Jan 21, it 
‘was ordered that the company be wound up Oheston & Sons, Gt Winchester 
et, agents for Collins & Uo, Liverpool, solors for petner 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

GEO. FORRESTER & Co, LimiTED—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 30 

directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at the Ania Courts, Manchester, 
on Monday, Feb10 Gill & Co, pe os solors for petner 

‘ATIONAL COTTON SEED © LIMITED—Petn for winding up, 
resented Jan 28, directed to be beard tele the Vice Chancellor, at the 
) o Strangeways, Manchester, on Monday, Feb10 Harvey & Co, 
Liverpool, solors for petner 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bririsu Union Society, Gate Inn, St George’s, Salop Jan 24 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. | 
LIMITED IN OHANCERY. 
Corpova Uniow Gorp Co, Lumren—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 1, | 
to be heard before Kay, J., onSaturday, Feb15 _ Tilleard, Lombard | 
st, solor _ petner 

— PorTABLE House Co, Lim1TED—Stirling, J., has fixed Feb 14, at 12, at | 

his chambers, for appointment of official liqui: ator 

EpWARD Marston & Co, LimiTeED—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 1, 








directed to be heard before Stirling, J.,on Feb 15 Hood Bars, Clement's inn, 
Perend. omer for petner 
J. G. STATTER & Co, <eaeenn — Creat tors are required, on or before March 7, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, 
to John Grice Statter, West Drayton 
J, has, by an order dated Jan 


JOHANNESBERG HOTEL Co, Liurrep—Chitt 
sogeennes Mr. Ji veer John Saffery, 14, Bi dJ éwry chmbrs, to be official liquid’ 


PATENT WARP POLISHING Co, LrmiTED—By an order made by Stirling, J, dated 
-_ an ae it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be con. 
Rhodes & Co, Chancery lane, solors for petner 
ena STewaetT, & Co. LIMIrED, CHESTER—Creditors are required forth. 
with to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr. James Heelis, 71, Princess st, Manchester Slater & Co, Man. 
chester, solors for the liquidators 
FEDERAL FIRE INSURAN —Creditors are required, on or be- 
fore April 30, to send their names and addresses, ad the ‘the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Mr. Francis Bennoch aad Mr. Th inlayson Mackison 
Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria st, solors for liquidators 
WEST bay Datry Co, LimirEp—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated 
Jan 25, it was eoaneed that the company be wound up Bird, St Bride’s 
pond Fleet st. agent for Lisle, Nantwich, solors for petnrs 
W1t11s’s Rooms, Lim1rED—Chitty, J, has fixed Wednesday, Feb 12, at 12, at his 
f arn ng for the appointment of an official liquidator 
ED —By an order made by Chitty, J, dated Jan 25, 
J. Barron & Sons, ted, be wound up Muons & 


W. J. Barron & Sons, 
it was ordered that W. 
Longden, Old Jewry, solors for petners 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


NEWFOUNDLAND CONSOLIDATED COPPER Minina Co-—Oreditors are required 
on or before April 2, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or Visine, to Edwin Waterhouse, 44, Gresham st Monday, April 
a _ eleven, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the de és and 
claims 

RELIANCE PERMANENT BEVYEFIT Buripine SocreTy—The judge has by an order 
dated Dec 2, one George William Spence, Newcastle upon Tyne, to bs 
official liquidator Creditors are required, on or before March 11, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulurs of their debts or claims to the above 
Tuesday, March 18, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

SAVINGS BANE FO: . CHELSEA AND THE SURROUNDING DistRicts—By an order 
made by North, J, dated Feb 1, it was ordered that the Savings Bank be 
wound up , Regent st, solor for petner 


STANNARIES OF CORNWALL, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

SyDNEY GODOLPHIN Tin MINE, Lausrep—Fetn for winding =z up, presented Jan 
28, directed to be heard before the Vice Warden, at the Law Institution, 
Chancery lane, on Friday, March 7, at 12 Chilcott & Son, Truro, Agents for 
Martin & Baker, Fenchurch st, solicitors for petnrs 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED 


SANCTUARY SHEPHERD3 HoME, Brunswick Hotel, Orewe, Cheshire. Jan 30 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
woman Cheltenham 
London Gazette—FRmay, Jan, 31. RicHaRpDs, Mar 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


som, GrorGE, Shirland rd, Maida vale, Baker 
a gg Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 28 

ILLIAM, Maygrove rd, Kilburn, 

Florist ‘ition Court Pet Jans Ord Jan 28 
, WILLIAM, Gainsborough, Publican Lin- 

i. "Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

ILLIAM, Caxton rd, Wood Green, 
“Bolicitor’s Clerk Edmonton ' Pet Jan 29 Ord 


BROowN, OLEMENT CHARLES, ag rd, ee. 
ton, on, Builder High Oourt Pet Jan Ord 


Oann, J JOHN, re ey Torquay, Hawker Exeter 
wine Jan 28 Ord Jan 
CHARLES, Butterton me Blacksmith 
"ae Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 2 
CLAYPOLE, JOHN, Colly Weston, Ketennuetio, 
Licensed Victualler Peterborough Pet Jan 28 


Ord Jan 

CROOK, 4 Upper Chapton, Draper High Court 
Pet Dec rd Dec pe & ham 
Wc. Hatton Cranswick, Yorks, 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 29 Ord field, Publican 

Jan 29 Jan 29 
JOsEPH, Hyde, 
~~ ——— Lyne and Stalybridge Pet Jan 27 


yeu doom, Crewe, Cheshire, Joiner Nantwich | 
and Crewe Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 | 
Faicut, Ricwakp, St Lawrence, Kent, Farmer Can- | 
Pet Jan 97 Ord Jan 27 } 

ae Contin CAMPBELL, Leeds, Clerk Leeds 


| 
JOHN, Lancaster. apes Merchant Pres- | 

ton Pet Jen 14 Ord Jan 28 
UNTER, HUG: » Manchester Manchester | 
Pet Jan 10 “Ord Jan 29 | 

| 

| 

| 


Printer High Court 
Jan 28 
SQuUIRE, CHRISTIANA, 


28 Ord Jan 28 


dasher 


Pet Jan 23 Ord 





Bookbiaoder 
J 


published in the Lond 


Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 


INGRAM, ison tse, Birmingham, Baker Bir- 
ya Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 
JANKE, Bruno, Old * St Luke’s, Baker High Court | 
a rd Jan 29 
eos, Willingale Spain, Basen, Farmer 
‘Ghelmaford Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 
LoTT, ARTHUR, Seven Sisters rd. Provision Dealer 
High Court Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 25 
mae. 2 JONATHAN. Grinley on the. hill, Notts, 
Lincoln Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 
hee bs ay Ba ARTHUR, Leeds, Sol icitor Leeds 
Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 27 
ALFRED, ‘Conee. I W, Ye Newport 
and Ryde Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 


Clerk Feb 14 at 2.30 
fields 
ATKINSON, EDWARDS, late 


inn 


Dealer Feb 12 at 11.15 


llatii Off Rec, 13, 

Cops, EDWARD 
Club, Regent st Feb 
coln’s inn —, 


CockBuRN, HENR 
BBERLEY, semi Rates ay Wores, Feb i2 at 3.30 72, High st, Rai 
PoLyzomEs, THEMISTOCLES A nn Sadan at, | P™coper Feb 10 at 2 
Merchant High Court Bet Janae 28° Ord Jan 28° Liveped Z r 
POOLEzs, gate st Within, 





FREDERICK SAMURBL, Bishops 
Merchant High Court "Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 29 


SHIRLEY, ALFRED ROBERT, Woodfield a a ne rd 
Hosier’s Manager High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord 


SILsBuRY, HENRY, Ventnor, I W, Carpenter New- 
portand Ryde Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
York, Tinner York Pet Jan 


TarsLey, JosePH, Loughborough, Leicester, Haber- 
Leicester Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Topp, THomas, Wressle, nr Howden, Yorks, Farmer 
Kingston upon Huil Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 
VERDON, GEORGE UNSWORTH, Presteign, Radnor- 
— Grocer Leominster 


28 
Wrutiams, Jonny, Rhyl, Eien, Coachbuilder 


Bangor Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
WILsoNn, JOHN, Nottingham, 


Woop, Joun, Honley Wood Bottom, nr 
uddersfield Pet Jan 18 Ord | 


Cheshi Brickla: WOOLSTENCROFT, JOHN, Wa: n, Journeyman | 
eshire, cklayer | Wat pate 9 —| 


an 27 
WORTHINGTON, THOMAS, iafiey. Lancs, Gardener 
Wigan PetJan25 Ord Jan 25 


The following smented 3 notice is substituted for that 


| Hensees. THORSTEN, Victoria mansions, Victoria 
st, Westminster, Civil Engineer 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ATKINSON, CHARLES FRANCKELIN, Old Broad st, 


Pro} aaeer Feb 14 at 11 
BRAIN, JOHN, Darlaston, Staffs, Gogeral 3 Furniture 
| CANN, JOHN, Babbicombe, Torquay, Bewber Feb 
Bedford circus, Exe 
ILLIAM, Junior Constitutional 
Y JOHN, Remegate, Stonemason 
PETE ; Hotel 

ictoria st, 


DUBBANT, oT GRO EORGE, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner 
Feb 8 at 12 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwi 


PRICE, EMMA, Cistrenhom, Bertin Wool geben { FricutT, R1IcHARD, St Lawrence, Kent, Farmer Feb 


et Jan29 Ord J 12at4 72, High st, Ramsgate 


ARGARET, Pont og le Glan, , GUNN, WILLIAM, Birmin; — Fruiterer Feb 11 at 

Pontypridd Pet Jan 25 

ROWLINSON, WILLIAM EDWARD, a Tea Mer- | HASBACH, EmMILy 
chant Canterbury Pet Jan 28 

SHELTON, EDMUND, Blackstock rd, Bs ay pk, | 


11 25, Colmore woe, = 

House Keeper feb 13 Uisk, Gowers, ay 8 

ing House 'e at 12 arey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

JACKSON, FREDERICK, Northolt. Isleworth, Builder 
Feb7at3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

JAMES, RY OSWALD, Wolverhampton, Mineral 


Ord Jan 28 
Pet Jan 29 


Agent Feb 18 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter's close, 
heat pm 
AMES, Leeds, Joiner Feb 10ati2 Off 


Rec, 22, oF row, Leeds 
JONES, ELEANOR JANE, Liverpool, Widow Feb 13 at 
3 ag Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
AMES, Waltham Cross, Herts, Smith 
Feb. ioatil 16 Room, 39 and 31. St Swithin’s lane 
JAMES, Liverpool, Baker Feb 13 at 2.30 Off 
p * 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 
STEAD, WILLIAM. re 5 Yorks, Coachbuilder 
Feb 13 at10 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, Barns!ey 
| MrutER, ALFRED, Ventnor, I W, Tailor Feb 17 at 
| 1.30 Holyrood chbrs, Newport 
| 
| 





Pet Jan 28 Ord 


Notting- | Pearson, JosEPH, Cockermouth, Oumberland, 

P Pain ainter Feb 10 at12. i es Dake st, Whitehaven 
BDROZA, JOHN WILLIAM, Sunderland, Surgeoa Fe 

ete | 10 at i2 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

| PILLINGER, GEORGE, Drury lan2, Lodging House 

Keeper Feb 12at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

et Jan 27 O fields 

NNOOK, GEORGE JAMES FREWIN, High road, 

Chiswick, Cheesemonger Feb 11 at 11 16 Room, 


30 and 31, St Swithin’s lane 
Pome WILLIAM Henry, Napton-on-the-Hill, War- 
eb 10 at 12 Off Rec, 

17, Hertford st, Coventry 


wickshire, Blacksmith 
PRInNETT, ENocH, Market Drayton, Salop, Builder 
Feb 10 at2 Corbet Arms Hotel, Market Drayton 
RosBINnson, egg HENRY, Leeds, Dyer Feb 10 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, L’ 
RouiNsom, Jouw THOMAS, Kidlington, Oxon, Baker 
Feb 8 at bel 1, St Aldate’s, Oxtord 
SANSLEY, JosEPH, Loughborough, Leices, Haber- 
dasher faa 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 
of Malden, — Club 


Leiceste 
SaviInGs, JOHN, Wi outh, Dorset, Pork Butcher 
oe ene Feb 7 at 12.80 Ree, Salisbu' ary 
SHEPLEY, JAMES, Mirfield, a’ ‘ailor Feb7at3 
Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Ba’ 
Srirspury, HENRY, an hy 5 wy, QGarpenter Feb 17 
at 3 30 Holyrood chbrs, Newport 
Simpson, THOMAS, Borough High st, Builder Feb 12 
at ~~ Bi Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
81000: , Henry, Grove ter, Upton Park, Essex, 
Clerk” Feb 13 at 11 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inu 


fields 

SOUTHALL, THomAS, West Bromwich, Baker Feb 10 
at 10.30 West Bromwich County Court 

coum, Cristiana, York, Tinner Feb 11 at 11.30 


, Yor! 
Symes, JOHN JAMES, High st, Camden Town, Pro- 


Jan 28 


don Gazette of Jan. 14. 
High Court 





83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Off Rec, 


il at 12 83, Carey st, Lin- 





Off » 85, V: 











or 
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le’s 
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on Merchant Feb 11 at 2.30 33, Carey st, 
as inn fields 
TAYLER, GEORGE, Leeds, Dentist Febi2ati1 Off 
Rec, 22. Park row, ds 
TwINN, Causes =D a — ALBERT OHRISTOPHER 
Twinn, N usic Dealers Feb 8 at 11 
pat. 8t oPoere ius walk, No! 
WATSON, mi1aM HENRY, Bowling, Bradford, 
| Mo ed Feb 7 at 3 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 


EATHERLEY, THOMAS —¥~ Le 
Wee Feb 18 at 11 Of Rec, 22, Park row. 
Walton on 


HEATLEY, Thames, Butcher 
heb 10 at 12 16 Room, 30 and 31, St Swithin’s 


Auctioneer 


gravel Graigtrebanos, nr 

Feb 10 at 12 Off Rec, 
ansea 

WILSON, Sonate CK, Castleford, Yorks, Fruit Mer- 

—- Feb7 at t 12.30 Off Rec, Bond terr, Wake- 


>, Jom, Honley Wood Bottom, nr Hudders- 
oneld, blican Feb 12 at 3 Haigh & Son, 
"hel, Pat New st, Huddersfi 
WosTHINGTON, THOMAS, Hindley, Lancs, Gardener 
Feb 11 at 10.30 Court house, King st, Wigan 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AusTEN, THOMAS CALTON, Pinekioy. Kent, Farmer 
Cg Pet Dec 28 Ord Jan 29 

BELCHER, WILLIAM, Fore roues, Publican Lin- 

coln Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 

BELSHAW, JOHN WILLIAM, Syston, Leics, Sausage 

KA Manufacturer ’ Leicester Pet Jan 18 18 

Ord Jan 27 

BRADFORD, ARTHUR LORD, and HuGH FRANCIS 
Sanam, Bournemouth, Grocers Poole Pet Jan 


Bricos, WILLIAM, Caxton rd, eee Salant s 
Clerk pamenton Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 

Britton, E. C., Ealing, Clerk in Holy +e vd Brent- 
ford’ Pet Dec 21 Jan 28 

BRrowN, CLEMENT CHARLES, Pentonville rd, Isling- 
ton, F Builder High Oourt Pet Jan 28 Ord 


CaNN, JOHN, eueSioguhe, Torquay, Hawker Exeter 

Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 
OHBARLES, | 7 P ae Blackemith 

Boston PetJan27 Ord Jan 

QLAYPOLE, JOHN, Colly Weston, _ 
ny Victualler Peterborough Pet Jan 28 

Dzar, C. W., and ARTHUR EDMUND DEAR, late East 
sts Manat” Grocers High Court Pet Nov 28 

an 

DossER, WILLIAM, Hutton Cranswick, Yorks, “eae 
Kingston = Hull PetJan29 Ord Jan 

FARLEY, GEO jun, Penge, a. Ceapenter 

Croydon Pet Jan 21 O:d Jan 

FISHER, JOHN, Crewe, Cheshire, a Crewe Pet 


Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
LAND, WILLIAM, a Surrey, Farmer Croydon 

Pet De Dec 12 Ord con 
a on Tyne, Builder New- 


ILLIAM, 
castle on Tyne Pet Jans Ord Jan 
GraHaM, COLIN CAMPBELL, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet 
Jan29 Ord y 
Haws, ROBERT TYNDALE, Coleman st, Chartered 
Accountant HighCourt Pet Jan24 Ord Jan27 
Jaca Wr114m Squieszs, Bristol, Commercial 
Traveller Bristol Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 29 
GHT, WILLIAM THOMAS, Queen’s le, Clap- 
ham ae * Upholsterer Wandsworth Pet 
lane, Italian 


J 
Knigutox, Wil Wintian ‘Davaasvx, Ivy 
proce High Court Pat Jan2 Ord 
ag | rd ances, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet Dec 
an 
Las, W Witt14M preitors, Clothier Bradford Pet 
Jani3 Ord Jan 
long, JOHN AY Winchester, Manager to a 
Grocer Winchester Pet Janii Ord Jan 29 
SON, JONATHAN, ley on the Hill, ze wota, 
iy Lincoln Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 


ALFRED, Ventnor, I. W., nee _- 
and Ry de Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 


MomBERLEY, JOHN, Longlands, Stourbri , Worces, 
Grocer, Stourbridge Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 28 
Mearar, ont =) » Sussex, Farmer Hast- 

8 
Micuo.as, D., Piccadilly, Tailor High Oourt Pet 
Dec 20 Ord J. 


Osborn, THOMAS, sen THOMAS OSBORN, jun, and 
WALTER OSBORN, sen, THOM st, Islington, Dairymen 
High Court yy tS Ord Jan 28 

Pump, WILLIAM Beuny, Napton on the Hill, War- 
ae me Blacksmith arwick Pet Jan 21 

r 

QUENEBOROUGH, Witt1aM EpwIn, Bottom Farm, 
Markyate st, Herts, Farmer St Albans Pet Jan 
18 Ord Jan 23 
OHARDS, MARGARET, Pontypridd, gm, Grocer 
Pontypridd Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 

Savincgg, JOHN, Weymouth. Ri Butcher Dor- 
Gaver Pet Jan% Ord 

Y, ALFRED ROBERT, Woodfield 1, Harrow rd 
Hosier Manager High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord 


Sty Henry, Ventnor, I.W., Carpenter New- 
portand Ryde Pet Jan 27 Ord J 
SouinE, Cuersti1ana, York, Tinner York Pet Jan 
% Ord Jan 28 
Sane. | Doncaster, Builder Sheffield Pet 
Dec? Ord Jan 29 
TANSLEY, JOSEPH, “Loughborough, Le Leios, Haber- 


dasher = Pet Jan 
Waits, Epw. ortemouth Grocer 


Portsmouth 1 Pet Dec? 


WHITTINGHAM, C.. Chatham, 


8 Ord J 
WILLIAMS, JOHN, a Flints, Coachbuilder Bangor 
Wares hoe Nottingham, Hairdresser Notting- 
ham’ PetJan28 Ord Jan 28 
WOOLSTENCROFT, JOHN, W: m, J 
| 1 eee et Jan 2 Ord 
WORTHINGTON, THOMAS Hiyier. Lancs, Gardener 
Wigan Pet Jan 25 2 Ord Jan 


ADJUDICATION -» T 
CHELLINGWORTH, WILLIAM HENRY, Severn Side, 
Bewdley, Worcestershire, no occupation Kid. 
derminster Adjud Nov 26, 1889 Annul Jan 21 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 4, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ATHLUMNEY, Lord JAMES HERBERT GUSTAVUS 
MEREDYTH, Baron MEREDYTH, Curzon st, May- 
fair, Lieut in . Guards High Court 
Pet Jan 81 Ord Jan 31 
—e oe. York, Innkeeper York Pet Jan 


ata “Tmcecas Howarp, Bredbury 
foe = Surgeon Stockport Pet % 31 
ri 

OAMPBELL,  JORR, p Laatin Pork Butcher Leeds Pet 


Jan 30 ae 
_ Brighton, Portmanteau 
ler Br ighton Ord Jan 30 
udley, Worcs, Draper Dudley Pet 


an 16 Ord Jan 27 

HN ALFRED, Devonport. Coal Dealer 
Bast Stonehouse Pet — 1 Ord Feb1 
REHILL, JANE, and A Seown, Liver- 
_ om. — Outfitters Liverpool Pet Jan 31 


Davis, oon Soonst s ct. Little Pulteney st, Golden 
sq, Retail Butcher High Court Pet Jan3i Ord 


Jan 31 

Day, ELIZABETH ADELAIDE WISEMAN, Hythe, Kent, 
Spinster Oanterbury Pet Nov 14° Ord Jan 

DICKEE, JOHN HEnrRy, G 


ENGLISH, ROBERT, Walberswick, Suff 
Great Yarmouth gt ate be Cees , I 31 

Finn, GEORGE FELIX. ent, Traction 
Engine Owner Ganterbus ber Jan 31 Ord 


1 

Forrs, WILLIAM, Ripon, Yorks, Journeyman Boot 
Maker Northallerton PetJan28 Ord Jan 28 
GALEY, JAMES THOMAS, Ipswich. Warehouseman 

Ipswich Pet Jan 27 wendy LA 
GALPIN, HENRY, Dorset, Baker Dor- 
a 

As yunous piace, ryans' 
paese Keeper High Court Pet Feb 1 Ord 


mame H, Peckham pk rd, Old yy rd, Builder 
High Gourt PetJani1 Ord Jan 
HAROLD, pana Scole, Ni — + Ips- 
wich Pet Jan 28 OrdJan 
ARRIS, GEORGE. Warwick, Butcher Warwick Pet 
Feb 1 Ord Febt 
Hart, JoHN THomas, Stamford Baron, Northamp- 
tonshire, Plumber Peterborough ’ Pet Jan 31 
— Jan 3t 
CHABLES, toner st, Borough Market 
“Potato Me a High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord 
Homoway, Huser Y voum, 1 Tompiecombe, Somerset, 
Horton, JOHN, Brant Boon ~ ll Lines, Joiner 
ad, T- 81 Jan 31 


ishop Auckland, Durham, 

kh, -- S, ~ B Pet Feb 1 Ord 

+. CHARLES, Ventnor, I W, Carpenter 
Newport and Hyde Pet Jan29Ord'Jan 

Sy Cheshire, Milliner Ashton 

Stalybridge Pet Jan30 Ord 


HN JAMES, Heworth lane, nr Gates- 
iailor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 30 


LDS, Jeane, Togutth, Butcher Ipswich Pet 
Jan29 Ord Jan 
, Suttot, Farmer Ips- 


a” “Ye JESSE, Bwefll 
Pet Jani0 Ord 
est Bromwich, Farmer West 
Beaman Pet Jan2i Ord J 
SPENCER, GILEAD, Gilestone, Bs Cowbridge, Glam, 
Farmer Cardiff Pet Jan Ord Jan 
LTER JAMES, At, Baker a 


. WA 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb t 
FREDERICK WILLIAM, Southampton, 

Grocer Southampton Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 
TALEYRAC, ARSENE, eld, Harrow on the iin, 

por_ St Albans "Pet Jan a yey d 
‘ANTUM, an 

Derby Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 


TaRR, JAMES, Bristol, Coachbuilder Bristol Pet 


Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Tomas, EDMUND HERBERT, ieitiex, Clothier 
Balifax Pet Jan3i_ Ord Jan3 
eae Hawa, 2 N etherby, Dorset, 
Baker rchester Pet Jan Ord Jan 30 
Warts, J W, Klea avenue, Cla; ~ 14 gommnen, Builder 
w. Wandsworth Pet "Ord Jan ates 
ILSON, ane Lady Soveke, ¥ 
wor ariet yNontallerion, Tet Jan 39 “Ord Jan 
ORRITT, W: 
W: a Pot Jan 3, Bano Dev gnahie Solicito: 
RIGHTSO resq, r 
High Ocurt Pet Nov 5 OrdJan 30" 


FIxnST ‘uernees. 
AsEE, F,, Oarnaby st, Soho, Oilman Feb 18 at 11 


J — 


WALBRIDGE, WILLIAM 





Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Dues, ae, to. Innkeeper Feb 11 at 12,30 


2, JAMES, and MICHAEL HENRICE, Bir- 
mingham, Factors Feb 12 at il gq 

BROWNRIDG E, JAMES (Separate Twyning, nr 
Tewkesbury, Factor Feb 12 at ae Colmore 

CLaTrotE, to Colly-Weston, Northamptonshire, 
Aap gts Feb 12 at 2 Law Courts, 

DascomMBE, LEWIs, Grange, Cardiff, Baker Feb 11 at 
10 Off 29, Queen 

D1 ce HENRY, Gra: Ss Gravesend, Licensed Vic- 

r Feb 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, st, Roches- 


Hutton Coanerteh, Yorks, Grocer 
Doseb iat 12 Gif Rec, , Trinit ouse lane, H 
amber, De t Feb 


Ss itn alty house la Brioklay Feb 
OSEPH, er e 

27 at 1.45 To ‘Ashton under Lyn 

RENC —— 


¥ » Sobnester Feb 
GALEY, JOHN THomas, I. wich, W. Warehouseman Feb 
11 at 11.30 Off Rec, Ips 


wich 
Beaminster Dorset, Baker Feb 13 


Timber Merchant Feb 12 
Grist, HENRY ALBERT, Philip, Somerset, 
late Dealer Feb 12 at1 


orton St 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
HAROLD, GEORGE, Seale, Norfolk, Linendraper Feb 


liati2 Off Tpsy 
'REDERICK, it ae Suffolk, Grocer 
Feb 11 at 12 OB Seo, Epes 
—. , ARTHUR 


RRIS, Cheltenham, 
late Oeptain in in ‘ae yy Febite 11 at 3.30 County 
Cheltenham 


JOHN HENRY, Streatley rd, a ten, 
Chemist's 3, %- = Feb 13 at 2 30 kruptey 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fea 

CK, MicHAEL (Sep Estate), Lozells, Aston, 
o Factor Feb 12 at 11 25, Colmore 
row, 


irmingham 
HOoLtoway, HENRY JOHN, Teetecembe, Somerset, 
Fe rics, Venta ae oe. ae ~~. 

GSWELL, CHARLES, = 4 A rpen' 
Feb 17 at 2 eed ae rs, Newport 

KIRBKPATRICK, Sir JAMES, The t a eckham rye 
Feb 18 atit_ 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn fields 

LEcHE, James P., Seaforth, Lancs, Builder Feb 14 
at3 Off "Rec, "85, Victoria st, Li 

LINSDELL, THOMAS, and FREDERICE Ts Gres- 
ham bldgs, Basinghall st, Surveyo - pare 13 at 11 
Saas Ss = Po: st, lo’s inn 

MAUNDER, GEO ristol, Manuf ufacturer's 

Clerk Feb 12 a 12 30° Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


MOBBEBLEY, JOHN, Longlands, Stourgsiiee, Worcs, 
ae Fob 13 12 at 230 Thomas Wall, solicitor, 


OLDFIELD, ILLIAM, and JAMgs BROOK, Leeds, 
Printers Feb 12 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


8 
POOLES, FREDERICK SAMUEL, Bisho; 


Merchant Feb 12 at 230 oy bids, 
e 
P Lincoln’s inn = 
is Emma, <r » ite pan Ware- 
housewoman e al Coun ‘ourt bldgs 
eltenham : 
RAYMENT, 


ALFRED, Church st, Camberwell, Fish- 
ina Feb 18 at 2.80 33, Oarey st, Lin: 


REDHEAD, J! JAMES, Heworth nem nr Gateshead, 
a Feb’ 13 at v.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 


on Tyne 
Rurnoips, J JouN, I Butcher Feb 11 at 11 
Off Rec, I wich “age 


CHARDS, ARET, P. ridd, Glam, Grocer 
Febiiats Off Mess Tydfil 
“Tey Swefii olk, Farmer Feb it 
at3 Off Rec, Ipswich 
ScHAFER, HENRY SERAM Fenchurch st Feb i4at 
il Sageraptey Pe Lin 


» Wal JAMES. 
12 at 11 of ioe. -oB, Hammet st, + —— 

. FREDERICK WILLIAM, Southampton, 
ad Feb 13 at il 11 Mon Rec, 4, East ~s South- 
amp 

'HOMAS, EpMuND He , Halifax. Clothier Feb 
12at3.15 Off Reo, 22, Ps 22, Park row, Leeds 


Topp, W1LLIAM HuRFORD, Tottenham, Surgeo eon Feb 
12 at 12 16 Room, 9 30 ell — St Swithin’s In 


coln’s 





_-—»* ILLIAM HaWE pow ba Dorset 
Baker b 13 at 3.15 LO Re bg Hm 
W Tuomas, Lud bourer Feb 13 at 
pergace Hab Ponbre ke Dock 
watson JOHN, N Feb 11 at 
i Of Bec, St Peters’ Church wi, N: 
TLL1aAM, Leeds, Engiae ‘Tonter Feb 11 at 
ont TL Of Reo, Bom Bond terr, Wakefield 

ADJUDIQATIONS. 


» Ohub 

Oourt Pet Dec 11 Jan 30 

BrekBY, JosBPH, Y' t Jan 
Ser Ord J How. 

*estockport, Surgeon Stockport ‘Pet Jan 8i ord 


Bacmeane JAMES, and MICHAEL HEwricx, Bi 
mn’ Factors ‘Birmingham Pet Jan 16 Ord 


Cauraut, J ‘OHN, Leeds, Porkbutcher Leeds Pet 





Jan 90 Ord Jan 50 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


Feb, 8, 1896, 








cue, fam Dudley, Draper Dudley Pet Jan 16 | 


Coss, Junjor_ Constitutional | 


Dav, Jo: OEL, Green’s —, Little Pulteney st, Golden 
ou 8 Butch High Oourt Pet Jan 31 | 
» 


Henry, Gravesend, 
Vietuallos Rochester Pet Jan30 Ord J: 


an10 OrdJan30 | AsourrH 
Enausn, ROBERT, Walberswick, Suffolk Sha eee | 
Gt Yarmouth’ Pet Jan 31 Ord J) 
JOSEPH. Hyde, Oheshire. " Bricldager | 
Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet Jan 27 
Ord Jan 30 
Finn, GzorGE Ferrx, Tha 


—— Owner Canterbury Pet Jan 31 Ord bury, Thom 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED, 


wai, Sa ad Jaty Ba ae Raney 
yu y 22, an 21 
Glut, b, Regent st High Court ‘Pet Novs8 Ord | pusns, ROBERT,’ Scarborough, D 


Scarborough Pet May 16, 1889 ‘Anaul D ec 3 THE ELEMENTS of MERCANTILE 


San | BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
.—Feb. 5, at 27. Mareefield-gardens, the wife 
of Herbert H. Asquith, Q.0. 
| Exrris.—Feb, 4, at 26, Brackley-' 
wife of Julian A. Ellis, Solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 
Thanington, Kent, Traction | ATKINS—WEEDON. ye ~ 1, at St. George’s, Blooms- 


as De 
Law, of the ‘Middle a e and Lincoln’s Inn, to 


— 


STEVENS’S ELEMENTS OF MERCANTILE 


This day is published, = 1 Vol., post 8vo, 10s, 6d,, 
are. Agent 
LAW.—By T. M. STEVENS 
Barrister-at-Lev. y A, BOE 
London: BUTTERWORTHS, 7, Hicet-ot rt 
Majesty's Law Publishers i 
eld Demy 8vo, cloth lettered, price 2 as. 6d. 
es ., Of & FON. XECUTORSHIP ACCOUNTS.—By yw 
tr, 
Chiswick, the E ,OSWALD HOLT CALDICOTT, F.C, z Bir. 
"— of the bral apers that has ¥ 
tributed. ”— Acc*un Re ? saith 
London: GEE & on. "34, Moorgate-street, E.C, 





Atkins, Barrister-at- 





Jan 
FoRTE, , Ripon, Yorks, Journeyman | Florence, widow of the late E. C. Weedon, s 
Boot Maker ' Northaliertor Pet Jan 25 Ord | LEwis — GRANVILLE - HoaG. —Jan. 27 27, at rist ~ ab _ -_— 
Jan 28 Church, Brondesbury, Edward William Lewis, HANDY GUIDE and INSTRUOTION 


GALEY, = THOMAS, Le sgl Warehouseman 
Ipswich Pet Jan2 Ord Jan2 } 
GILBERT, JOSEPH, Broadway, Ealing, Grocer Brent- 
ford PetJan2 Ord Jan 29 | lery. 
. Exiza, Seymour pl, Bryanston sq, Lodging | 
Feb 1 
HAROLD, GEORGE, Scole, Cm, 
Ipswich Pet Janis Ord Jan 2 
Hakt, Joun THomas, Stamford | Northamp- 
tonsbire, 1 Plumber Peterborough Pet Jan 30 
an 3. 


George Henderson, of 
ed 87. 


Linendraper ag 


Solicitor, aged 73. 


Solicitor, of Lower Clapton and Gray’s Inn, to 


Selena Mary (Lenna), danger of the late Williem 
Gilbert Granville-Hogg, 3rd North Yorks Artil- | STATEMENT of AFFAIRS in BANKRUPTCY, 


DEATHS. 
House Keeper High Court Pet Feb 1 Ord | truxpmnsoy —Feb. 4, at Clarendon rd, Notting-hill, 


PEACHEY.—Jan. 4 at Chichester, Edmund Peachey, 


for the PREPARATION of a DEBTOR’s 


Treatise, with Schedules filled up, show. 
ing a complete set of Accounts balanced and the 
Geticienee explained oe, D. sews 
Dencbasch’ st, Seliciice, ondon : EFFINGHAM WILSON & Co., Roy Exchange. 
Eleventh Edition, now ready, price 6s. 


ULBROOK'S COMPANIES  AOTS, 
1862—86; Stannaries Acts, 1869; Life Assur. 











Ho, fmm, Stoney st, Borough Market, 


| 
Forno Merchant High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord | The Subscription to the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL is 
Country, 283.; with 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 528. Payment in advance | tT ondon: EYFINGHAM WILSON & Co.. Royal Exchange, 
include Double Numbers and Postage. 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


HostTon, Jossru, Brant Broughton, Linos, Joiner| —Town, 26s. ; 
Nottingham Pet Jan3i Ord Jan 
JANEE, BRUNO, Old st, St Luke’s, fo ny High Court 

Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 30 
JOHNEON, CHARLES, Shildon, Durham, Licensed 
Victualler Durham Pet Febi1 Ord Febi 
JONES, ELEANOR JANE, Liverpool,}] Widow Liver- 
pool Pet Dec1é Ord Febi 
THoMAS, and Vaepenicx GIFFARD, 
Gresham bldngs, Basinghall st,Surveyors High 


ance Companies Act, 1870; and other Acts mm | 

}to Joint-Stock Compa nies, With Anal 

| References and copious g- 4 together wit 

th Apnendix, containing the Rules and Forms of the 
€| High Court of Justice. * Pocket Edition. By A, 

PULBROOEK, Solicito: 





Sub- SECOND EDITION. GREVISED AND 
ENLA 


Now ready, demy &vo, Dutblished = 16s. ; cash, 13s,; 
or, post free, 13: 


MANUAL of the PRINCIPLES of 








Court Pet Nov7 Ord Jan 29 =n 
AETHUR, Seven Sisters rd, —" Dealer 
High Court PetJan25 Ord Jan 30 | 
Lyon, WoLFz Sm0n, Fulham = Auctioneer High 


Court Pet Dec14 Ord Jan CURRENT TOPICS 


CONTENTS. | INDERMA 


scceerees eecrcwescesee -s-0--008 221 | 


Moors, JoHN, Sheffield, Fruit a Sheffield | Tae APPROACHING CONFLICT ....:00.sceec.cee ss 293 | 


— EQUITY. A Concise and Explanatory Work 

m Rauitz, 5 Spy written for Students. By JOHN 

R, Solicitor, &c., Author of “ Principles 

of Common Law,” "“E itomes of Leading Cases,” 
‘* Manual of Practice.” 

GEO. BARBER, Office of The el Students’ Journal, 16 





Pet Dec 11 Ord Jan 30 RESETTLEMENTS OF FAMILY ESTATES «-...---.--- 224| and7, Cursitor-street, Chancery-lane, London, E.0. 
MokrGan, RANDALL, Charminster, Dorset, Clerk in | REVIEWS...+0-- +00 secesseesseree scccceescoccecoce S98 | 
| Orders Dorchester Pet Jan 21 Ord | eee -.- oe seaee Seeeree cones saree ee =| NV Zz. DAVID GRAHAM, LL.D., 1, Elo- 
I BEE ie cseisninesp00ss cs0er sens saavncae SMT 
MuzgAY. HY, Lombard +t High Court Pet Aug 22 | LAW SOCIETIES, «css vssee cevcscceeese cone vows 202 Tompis Sean Santee ants etait 
Ord Jan 3 | LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL -..0...e+seecenseesens coe OT | de alten ter Mahaiteed” Uakemeatiate end ten 
WILLIAM manete Gus, High Wetpoon. Photographer | LEGAL NEWS ....scee-seereeee Ber Final; no pass; 20 fee. 


‘ARKER, 
High Court Pet Dec3 OrdJan 
Peproza, JOHN WILLIAM, Sunderland, Surgeon | 
Sunderland Pet Jan21 Ord Jan 30 


a2) 


swe ewe ~ eens cee eeees eeeee 





AW.—Wanted, by a Solicitor (46), a 
Managing or Conveyancing Clerkship; bas had 


+ evcevecccecsececcessocces 240 | 





cz, EMMA. Cheltenham, late Berlin Wool Ware- . oe 
> woman Cheltenham Pet Jan 29 Ord | 
an 31 | 


BgsyJAMIN, Mecklenburg sq, Commission 
Agent High Court PetJan9 Ord Jan 30 } 


AW.—A Solicitor wishes to Purchase a | pointments.—A 


HEAD, JOHN JAMKe, Heworth lane, nr Gates- | Share"in one}, south of a S&S 


| extensive experience bothin London and t e country 

in Saererenine. General Practice, and paplis Ap- 
dress s, A B.OC.. care of F. J. Blake, 
46, Outer Temple, 225, Strand, Ww. Cc. 


ngland preferred; no | 





a Oe ee See OS es S| cg. , Office of this Paper. , AW.— ‘Wanted, an Engagement as 
a , i= Clerk by a Solicitor of ability and 

REYNOLD, JOHN, Ip ch, Butcher Ipswich Pet Jan 
iia” Mey A SOLICITOR of ability and long experi- large Ay A ey ay 4 3 =— 
TANTUM, ARTHUR, Ilkeston, Derby, Lacehand Derby ence as a Law Coach Reads with Candidates other branches; septecste tern and bi ghest re. 


Pet Sn 31 Ord Jan 31 for Examination; Postal 


1 
Topp, THomas, Wressle, nr Howden, Yorks, Farmer | street, London, E. C. 
Kingston on H 


ull PetJan2 Ord Jan 31 


a ee ee, Pe, SOLICITOR (Honours), Admitted 1868, 
—¥ Baker —— a A artner for = years ) A in a large firm 


Tuomas, Ludchurch, Pembs, Labourer in the 


ILLIAMS, 
Pembroke Dock Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 31 


2% Ord Jan 29 
Weems. WitriaM, Leeds. Engine Tenter Wake- 


eld PetJan3i Ord Jan3 Surrey House, London. 


Bristol, Coachbuilder Bristol Pet | by corrigenda papers dictated to a Shorthand writer ; 
b terms moderate.—Address, COACH, 9, evan 


est of England, wishes to Purchase a snare, | TE 
value from £500 to £600 a year, in an old establish AW. wer Saving.— a: hieieniin Copied at 


Witsow, RAtPH, Lady Riggs, nr Bewerley, Pateley practice in London or ina good provincial town in | 
the Midland or Eastern Counties; unexceptionable | 
a Soe references given and required ; 4 agents.—Apply, | One Penny per folio ; Deeds Engrossed a Three Halt- 


Lzx, care of Robbins, Billing, & 


Preparation is carried 0M | ferences. — Address, R. M., ‘Solicitors’ Journal” 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane. 


AW PARTNERBSGIP.—A Solicitor (27) 

Desires to Purchase a Share in a well-estab- 

| jishea iy aaa —H., “Solicitors’ Journal,” %, 
Chancery-lane 








Sixpence per sheet; Drafts, Costs Briefs 


Co., Solicitors, | pence per folio net. —KERE & LANHAM, 3, Chichester 
. | rents, by 84, Chancery-lane, W.O. ini 








THE SOLICITORS’ LAW 


STATIONERY SOCIETY; 


LIMITED. 
Labor omnibus unus-—Georgicon, Lib. IV. 
DIRECTORS: — 


ALEXANDER CroseMay, Esq. (Messrs, Crossman & Prichard), 16, Theobald’s- 
» WC. 


Dovetas Gartu, Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 
inn, W.C. 


Henny Epwanp Grieerz, Esq. (Messrs. Torr, Janeways, Gribble, & Oddie), 48, 
Bedford-row, W.C., a arliament-street, §.W. i 


Joun AnTuvrE Iu1rrz, Eeq. (Messrs. lliffe, Heniey, & Sweet), 2, Bedtord-row, W.C. 


The OF THE SOCIETY is to enable Solicitors, by co-operation 
PA eB, to ensure the highest efficiency in all branches of their Law 


Stationery work, and to share in the profits arising therefrom. 

After setting aside a reserve and a 6 cent. preferential cumulative dividend 
the PROFITS are “divided between x Shareholders and (+) Customers, being 
Solicitors whose accounts amount to £100 per annum (less payments), until the 


GEORGE EDWARD Lakz, Esq. (Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square 
Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


Frank ROWLEY PARKER, y * (Messrs. 8 
By persons, Carey-street, W.C,, an 


e, Parkers, Pritchard, & Sharpe); 
9, Bridge-street, Westmins<t, 


RicHARD PENNINGTON, Esq. rg iteeere Cookson, Wainewright, & Pennington), 


64, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 


former have rt received 12 per cent. in a after which such Customers take the 
whole resid 

In addition, LIBERAL DISCOUNTS are allowed, as shewn in the Price List, 
and the Society supplies goods on account and without requiring payments 
| before delivery. 

Liste forwarded ee on application to the Secretary, W. H. 8 


| samme 
SHIRLEY, 12, New- court, 





The Society does not give legal advice or transact any work which ia required by law to be ae by @ duly-qualified Solicitor 
51 & 52, CAREY STREET, W.C.; 12, NEW COURT, CAREY STREET, W.C.; axv 49, BEDFORD kOW, W.C. 
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